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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This document is a report to the United States Congress on the Impact of thc National 
Voter Registration Act of 1993 WrRA)  on the administration of elections for federal office 
during the preceding two-year period electlon cycle. 

This fifth report is based on survey results from 44 States and the District of Columbia. 
Six (6) States are not included because they are cxcrnpt from the provisions of the Act. 

States reported a total of 147,843,598 active reg~stered voters for the 2002 federal 
general election, an increase in active voter registration in those States covered by the W R A  
rose by 6,765,093. Registration of the Voting Age ~ o ~ u l a t i o n '  declined slightly lo 70.01 % 
compared to 7 1.55% In the last mid-term election (1 998): while active voter registration 
nationwide (including those States not covered by the NVRA) also declined slightly to 68.61% in 
2002 from the non-Presidential election year high of 70.15% in 1998. 

According to the study. during 2001 and 2002: 

There were 37,473,694 registration applications or transactions processed 
nationwtde. 

Over half, or 19,703,912, were new registrations {i.e., regist-ratlons that were new to 
the local jurisdiction, as either first time registrants or registrations across 
j urisdictiona1 lines). 

'l'he States reportcd that 8.7494 of registration applications werc duplicate requests 
for registration by successfuIl y registered voters. 

The remaining 38.68'X ofthe transactions were primarily changes of name and 
address. 

A total of 15,009,935 namcs were deleted from the registration lists under the list 
verification procedures of the law, while another 20,596,5 13 registrants were 
declared "inactive." 

Highlights of this Report 

Mail Registration 

The mail ~cglstrarion provisions of the NVRA accounted for more than one-quarlcr 
(27.64%) of all voter registration applications from 2001 through 2002, which reflects the 
increasing availability of the national and State registration forms on thc Internet and elsewhere. 

1 Voting Age Population statistics are estimates based on the Bureau of Census figmcs, uluch are rounded 
to the nearest 1 000. 



Addit~onally, a small number of States impleme~lted changes to improve the mail registration 
process. States reported few problems with mail registration beyond the ongoing and routinc 
problems of incon~plcte, illegible, or ineligible applications. The States submitred no 
recommendations regarding mail registration. 

Motor Voter 

Voter registration applications rcccivcd through motor vehicle offices during 2001-2002 
yieldcd the highest volume of applications ever reported by a single registration method 
mandated by the NVKA, accounting for 32.77% of the total number of registration applications 
received in the United States. A small nulnbcr of States reported developing innovative 
approaches to improve vanous aspecls of their motor voter programs. Several States noted they 
had implemented programs to retrain motor vehlcle ofiice employees in their duties under the 
hVRA, and some States noted that better commun~cations with motor vehlcle officcs and clearer 
instructions improved the success rate of their motor voter programs. Survey results indicated a 
slgniticant decrease in thc number of problems reported wlth motor vehicle registration programs 
compared to problems rcported in 1999-2000 clcctlon cycle. ]-Towever, the failure of motor 
vehicle offices to transmit completed voter registration applications in a timely manner appeared 
to be a recurrent prohlem among the States that did report challenges. The States submitted no 
rcco~nmendatior-is regarding motor voter registration. 

Agency Registration 

Agencies illandated in Section 7 of the NVKA accounlcd for 5.83% of voter registration 
applications received dunng this rcport~ng period, a decline from 7.58% in 1999-2000. Of these 
agencies, State designated agencies accounted for 2.77% of all applications, public assistance 
officcs represented 2.67% of the total. disabilily service offices addcd .25% to this figure, and 
armed forces recruitment offices accounted for .14(%1. A rlumber of States reported making 
various improvements to increase the effectiveness of their agcncy regstration programs. Soine 
States also reported agency delays in transmitting completed voter registl-ation applications to the 
appropriate election authority, an high number of duplicate registration applications from agency 
clients who felt compelled to fill out a new form on each v i s~ t  to the agency, and problems with 
the declination forms required under NVKh Section 7(a)(6)(A) and (13). In response to problems 
with the declination forms, four States recommended that the NVKA he revlsed to eliminate this 
requircment. 

List Maintenance 

'I'he numbers reporlcd in 2003 by covered States for confirmat~on notices sent 
(20,5 70,2051, deletions made ( 15,009,93 51, and number of "inactive" voters remaining 
(20,596,5 13) suggest an increasing effort by Statcs to verify their voter registration lists. Almost 
n third uf the reportlng Statcs made some adjustrncnts to impro1.e their list maintena~lce process. 
The most common changc was the introduction or enhancement of a State-level computerized 
database to improve the voter registration file maintenance. Several States reported success in 
implementing list maintenance requirements, with the most common success involving the 
bcnef ts of or improvements to a State voter registration database. Survey results indicated that 
several States faced challenges in maintaining accurate llsts. mostly with various aspects of the 
inailings required under the NVRA. Six States submitted recommendations for improving list 



maintenance, most of which focused on revising the procedures required by the NVRA before a 
registrant's name may be removed from the Ilst. 

Fail-Safe Voting 

States continued to pursue different approaches to implementing fail-safe voting, with 
several States reporting that they had madc various adjustments to their procedures. The most 
popular change was to implement provisional votlng. A few States noted success In 
administering this progarn during 200 1-2002, while some reported challenges, most of which 
involved the failure of poll workers to follow proper procedures. 1-wo States submitted 
recommendations to improve fail-safe voting. 

Recommendations 

The Help America Vote Act of 2002 incorporated, in whole or in part, three of the FEC's 
seven previous recommendations for: ( 1 ) implementing a computerized statewide voter registry 
that is linked, where possible, with other agency databases; (2) employing the last f'our digits of 
 he social security number in voter registration records; and (3) offering provisional balloting at 
the polling place. The FEC will not pursue two other recommendations becaust: the 
implementation of the Help America Vote Act addresses both problems. which adversely 
affected the right to vote, that prompted these recommendations: ( I )  the removal of an eligibIe 
voter from the regism: and (2) the lack of timely t~ansfer of voter registration applications from 
motor vehicle officcs. 

Accordingly, the FEC reiterates only two recommendations of those previously offered, 
one that was vffcred in the last three reports and one that was offered for the firsr time In the last 
report: 

H That the 1J.S. Postal Service ('1) create a new class of mail for "official elcction 
matcrial" that encompasses all mail items requisite to thc NVRA and provides the 
most favorable reduced rates affordable for the first class treatrncr~t of such mailings; 
and (2) provide space in their postal lobbies free of charge to State and local election 
officials for voter registration material. 

W That States develop and in~plernent an on-going, periodlc tra~ning program for 
relevant motor vehicle and agency personnel regarding their du t~es  and 
responsibilities under the NVRA as implemented by the State's law. 

The rationale for thcsc recommendations i s  provided in Section 6 of this report. 



The Impact of 
The National Voter Registration Act of 1993 

on the Administration of Elections 
for Federal Office 

2001 - 2002 

SECTION I : INTRODUCTION 

'1-his docun~cnt is a rcport to the United States Congress on the impact of thc Xational 
Voter Registration .4ct of 1993 (Public T,an 103-3 1 ,  42 U.S.C. 1973gg) on the administration of 
tlections for fedcral office during the period of 2001 through 2002. It 1s the fifth in a series of 
such reports to be subrrllttzd biennially by the Fcdei-a1 Election Commission pursuant to the 
provlslons of that Act. which reads in part: 

SEC 9... (a) In General-The Fcdcral Election Commission-- 

(_?) not later than June 30 of each odd-numbcrcd year. shall submlt to the Conacss a 
report assessing the impact of thls Act on the adminlswat~on of elect~ons for Federal 
office during the preced~ng 2-year period and il~cluding recommendations for 
~rllprovemcnts in Federal and State procedures, forms, and other matters affected by this 
.4ct; 

ilccordingly: thc Fcdcral Election Commission. in 1994, prorliulgated rules identifying 
thc illformalion wc considered necessary to  obtain from the States In order to generate uscful 
rcports t o  the Congress (1 1 CFR 8.7). We furthcr described and explaincd our need for these 
data elements in a cumunica t ion  to the affected State election officials In October of 1995 (sce 

Appendix B). 

State and local election officials were cooperat~ve in providing the information requcstvd 
111 our 2003 survey of the States. There were some difficulties in gathering and maintaining 
necessary data, either by small, uncomputzrized local rcglstrarion offices, or due to the inability 
of some coniputer programs used by local _iurisdiclions to produce the needed data. 

SECTION 2:  APPLICABILITY OF THE NVRA 

This report I S  based on survey results fi-urn 34 States and the District of C:olumbia. Of 
the 6 States not covered by this report: 

North Dakota does not have voter registration and therefore is exempt from the 
NVKA under Sectlon 4(b)(l) of the Act; 



Minnesota and Wisconsin each had clect~on day reglstrarlon at the polls in eficct 
hefore March 11. 1993. and are therefore exempt from the NVKA undcr thc- o r~g~na l  
Section 4(b)(2) of the Act, 

Wyoming had enacted leg~slatlon, that took effect befbre March 11. 1993 w h ~ c h  had 
the effect of implementi~~g elcct~on day reglstratlon at the polls only upon thc 
subsequent passage of the hT'RA and I S  therefore excmpt under the ongmal Section 
3(h) (2)  of the Act; and 

ldaho and New Hanipshire enacted legislation subsequent to March 1 1, 1993, 
xvhich implemented election day registration at the polls retroactive to March 1 1, 
1993, and were therefore spccitically cxempted by a 1996 amendment to the N\rR,rl. 

SECTION 3: BACKGROUND 

The Purposes and Requirements of the National Voter 
Registration Act 

The objectives of the Nat~onal Yoter Keglstration Act of 1493 (KVRA) are: 

to establish procedurcs that will increase thc numbcr of eligible citizens ivho reglster 
to vote in elections for Federal office; 
to protect the integrity of the electoral process by ensuring that sccuratc and current 
voter regisiration rolls arc maintained; and 
to cnhance the panic~pation of eligible citizens as voters in elections fhr Federal 
office [Section 2(b)]. 

'I'he Act pursues these objcctlves by: 

expartding the number of locations and opportunit~es whereby eligible citizcns may 
apply lo register lo vote: 
requiring voter registration file maintenance procedures that. in a unlfbrnm and 
nondiscriminatory manner, accurately idcntify and remove the names of those 
individuals who arc no longer eligible to vote; and 
providing certain "fail-safc" voting procedures lo ensure that an individual's right to 
vote prevails over current bureaucratic or legal technicalities. 

Expanding the Opportunities to Register to Vote 

Prior to enactment of the Act, the locations and opportunities tbr eligible citizens to 
register to vote had varied widely throughout thc States. Evidence from Statc experimentation 
suggested that expanding thc number of locations and opportunities for volcr registration results 
in increased registration. 



Accordingly. the Act requires that an individual be given an opportunity to apply for 
voter registration in elections for federal offices when he or she applies for or renews a driver's 
license, or when applying for (or receiv~ng) services at certain other public offices. NVRA also 
requires Statcs to accept registration by mail. 

Dr~ver's license offices were selected on the basis of statistics from the Department of 
Transportation indicating that approxirnatcly 87% of persons e~ghteen years or older have 
driver's licenses, while an additional three or four perccnl have, in lieu of a driver's license, an 
identification card issucd by the State motor vehicle agency. Moreover, several Slates had 
already adopted a version of this "motor voter" approach [H.Rept. 103-9: at page 41. 

Public assistancc programs, state-funded disability programs. and other publ~c agencies 
were selected in order to cnsure that "the poor and persons with disabilities who do not have 
driver's licenses" will "not be excluded from those for whom registration will bc cc~nvenient and 
readily available" [H.Kcpt. 103-66 (Conf.). at page 191. 

And finally, because "registration by ma11 was alrcady in place in approximalely half the 
states, and there was substantial evidenct. that this procedure not only increased registration but 
successfully reached out to those groups most under-represented on the registration rolls: this 
~ncthod o f  registration was considered appropriate as a national standard" {H.Rept. 103-9, at page 
41. 

"73y combining the drivcr's licensc application approach wilh mail and aguncy-based 
registration: the Committee felt that any eligible citizcn who wished to register would have ready 
access to an application" [H.Rept. 103-9, at page 51. 

Fair and Effective Voter Registration File Maintenance 

The Act requires Statcs to  "conduct a program to ma~ntain the integrity of the roils" 
[S.Rept. 103-6, at page 1 81. Any such program, huwever, "may not remove the name of a voter 
from ~ h c  list of eligible voters by reason of a person's failure to vote. States are permitted to 
remove thc narnes of eligible voters from the rolls at the request of the voter or as provided by 
State law by reason of mental incapacity or criminal conviction. In addition, Statcs are required 
tu conduct a general program that makes a reasonable effort lo remove the names of ineligible 
votcrs from the official lists by reason of death or change of residence" IS.Rept. 103-6, at page 
181. 

'I'he Act requires that any such program bc "uniform, nondiscriminatory, and in 
compliance with the Voting Rights Act of 1965 ..."[ Section 8(b)( 111. "The purpose of this 
requirement is to prohibit selective or discriminatory purge programs." "'I'he term 'uniform' is 
intended lo mean that any purge proparn o r  activity must be applicd to an entire jurisdiction. 
The tcm 'nondiscriminatory' means that the procedure complies wlth the requirements of the 
Voting Rlghts Act 01 1465" [H.Rt.pt. 103-9. at page 151. 

"Fail-Safe" Voting Procedures 

Prior to 1993, individual registrants were sometimes denicd the nght to vote on elect~on 
day cithes because of some oversight on their part or because of clerical error by the electlon 
office. Registrants who changed residencc within the registrar's jurisdiction often mistakenly 



assumed they were still entitled to vote, only to discover on election day that their failure to 
re-reg~ster from their new address made them ineligible to vote. Similarly, registrants who may 
have failed to receive or return certain election office mailings were purged from the lists. 
Clerical errors, such as erroneous changc of address in the registration files, often resulted either 
in the loss of the right to vote or else in an elaborate and daunling bureaucratic ordeal. 

In order to solve such problems, the Act pcrmlts certain classes of registrants to vote 
dcspite bureaucratic or legal technical~ties. The C:ongress incorporated these "fail-safe" 
provisions based on the principle that "once registered, a voter should remaln on the list of voters 
so long as the individual remains eligible to vote in that jurisdiction" [H.Rept. I 03-9, at page 1 81. 

The Role of the Federal Election Commission 

Prior to the effective date of the amendments made by the Help America Vote Act of 
2002, Section 9(a) of the Act states that the Federal Elect~on Cornrniss~on: 

1 )  shall, in consullation with the chief election officers of the States, develop a mail 
voter registration application form for elections fur Federal office; 

2) not later than June 30 of cach odd-numbered year, shall submit to the Congress a 
report assessing the impact of this Act on the adm~nistration of elections for Federal 
office during the prcccding 2-year penod and including recommendations for 
improvements in Federal and State procedures, forms, and other matters affected by 
this Act; 

3) in consultat~on with the chief clcction officers of the States, shall prescribe such 
regulations as are necessary to carry out paragraphs ( 2 )  and (3): and 

4) shall provide infomyation to the States with respect to thc responsibililles of the 
States under this Act. 

h order to meet its statutory obligation to implement the NVKA. the Commission 
quickly organized a number of concurrent projects to accomplish its responsibilitics. Retwecn 
1993 and 1995, thc Commission undertook a nlassive campaip  to gather and distribute 
lnfomation for the States, develop and formally adopt regulations, and design and distribute the 
National Voter Registratir~n Form. Son~c key events worthy of note include: 

On June 25-26, 1993. the C:ornmission convened a 30-member Ad IIoc Discussion 
Group meeting for the purpose of airing the wide range of views and concerns about 
the requirements of thc Act. That group included representatives of many of the 
advocacy groups that were behind the Act, State and local election ufticials, and 
representatives of thc several federal agencies either directly or tangentiaIly involved 
in the Act. 

in September and October of 1 993, the FEC conducted 5 two-day reglonai 
workshops around the country to provide guidance for implementation of NVRA lo 
Statc officials prior to their January Slate legislative sessions. 



On September 30, 1993, the Commission published in the Federal Ke~ister  an 
Advance Notice of Proposed Kulemaking seehng comments on the National Mail 
Registration 1;om and inforn~ation to be reported by the States to the Comrniss~on. 

The Commission unanimously approved Final Rules on June 8, 1994. 

On July 8, 1994, the FEC formally requested from the States a certification of thcir 
voter registration eligibility requ~reme~~ts needed to complete the National Voter 
Registration Fom. 

I On August 5 ,  1994, the FEC conducted a second meeting of the Ad Hoc Discussion 
Group. 

The C:ornm~ssion approved the National Voter Registration Form on November 3. 

On December 5, the States received camera-ready copies of the English version of 
the National Voter Rcglstration Form. 

In January 1995, the FEC distributed to the States a "starter k ~ t "  of 100 to 1000 
printed copies of the English version of the National Voier Reglstration Form. 
Additionally, thc Commissior~ translated the form: in accordance with the language 
minority roquirernents of the Voting Rights Act, into: 

Spanish; 
+ Chinese; 
+ Japanese; 

Vietnamese; and 
Tagalog. 

In March 1995, the States received both the 1994 reporting forrn and camera-ready 
copies of the appropriate translations of the National Voter Registration Form. 

H In June 30 1995, submitted a report to Congress on the States' preparations for 
implementing of the NVRA. 

Dunng this time, the Office of Elcction Administration worked both formally and 
~n foma l ly  with State and local election oficials and State legislators to help clarify aspects of 
the Act and provide assistance in lfie implementation of the Act's provisions. 

Finally, in an effort to share the experiences of those States that had already 
experimented with progams required or encouraged by the NVRA, the Office of Election 
Administration published four studies: Motor Voter Registration Promams, Agency Voter 
Keeistratign Prowams: Mail Voter Registrat ion Programs, and Using NCOA Files for Verifyiny 
Voter Registration Lists. The office also produced and provided to the States a major study of 
illtemativc Models f ~ I n t e g r a t i n g  Voter Kcgistration Data Rases. 

Since 1995, thc Federal Election (:onmission, through its Office of Election 
Administration. has continued to provide :he States with assistance and guldance in 
understanding their responslbllitles under the NVRA, and has periodically updated the National 
Mail Voter Registration Form. As mandated by the Act, the FEC reported to the Congress In 



1997, 1999, and 2001 on the Impact of the NVRA on the adm~nlstration of federal elect~ons In 
1996, 1998, and 2000. The Commiss~on also provided the States a more detalled report in 1998. 

With the enactment of Thc Help America Vote Act of 2002. all functions ~rhich  the 
Fcderal Election Commission exerclsed undcr section 9(a) of the National Voter Registration Act 
of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg 7(a)) before the date of the enactment of this Act will bc transferred 
to the new United States Election Assistance Comm~ssion once it 1s established. 

SECTION 4: COMPARING DATA 

The results of the 2003 survey of the States arc provided in Section 5 beloa. and in the 
tables, along with baseline figures from 1992 and 1993, and survey results for the 1996, 1998, 
and 2000 election cycles. But in order to interpret the data properly, it is important to bear in 
mind certa~n limitations. 

Cautions About Making Comparisons Across Years 

Historically, presidential elections always attract a greater registration and turnout than 
non-pres~dential federal elections, l'hc s~gnificance of this pattern is that any comparison across 
years must be made bctween elections of the same type. The figures from 2002 should therefore 
be compared to the figures from 1998. 

Additionally, 1992 and I994 registration figures in Table 1 are inflated - although no 
one can know to what extent. In 1992 and 1994, the vast maloriry of States did not maintain lists 
of "inactive" reglstranrs. Instead, registration lists were periodically purged of pcrsons who had 
not voted during a length of time specified in State law. As a result, total regiswatlon figures in 
1992 and 1994 included an unknown number of people who had moved to a new jurisdiction, 
registered there to vote, but remained on the list in their prrrv~ous jurisdiction (because their 
absence had not yet been reflected in their failure to vote within the specified timo fiame). 

'I'hc NVKA, In contrast, prohibits the removal of names from the registry solely for 
failure to vote and replaces that purglng process wlth a positive verification of the registry (e~ ther  
through the mails or else through the U.S. Postal Service's National Change of Address Files) at 
times and frequencies to be determined by the ~nd~vtdual  States. Pcrsons reported by the USPS 
to havc moved outs~de the registrar's jurisdiction are sent a confirmation mailing and may, at the 
option of the State, be placed on an "inactive" list (in order to permit thcrn to vote should therc 
have been a Postal Scrvice error). 

As a result of the N V M :  States covered by this report now conduct a posit~ve 
verification of their registration lists although at different times and In different ways. 
Moreover, only 32 States opted to distinguish behveen activc and "inact~ve" registrants (dorm 
from 35 for 1999-2000) . The remaining 13 States did not distinguish between "act~ve" and 
"inactive" registrants: hence, their active rcgis~ration figures were lnflalcd by the inclus~on of the 
"inactives." 

In order to simplify comparisons for the reader. we have calculated the number of 
"inactives" in those Slatcs that do not distinguish between "actives" and "inact~ves." We did so 



in the folluwing manner: (1 )  WL' identified the number of confirn~ation not~ces that each such 
Stale inailed out and subtracted the number of responses to them that they received (on the 
conservativo assumption that respondents were deleted from the list). (2) Because the remaining 
number would have been placed o t ~  an "inactive" list had there been one, we subtracted that 
number from the "toral registration" number in order to arrive at an estimated "active 
regrstration" number. The numbers in Ta51e 1 reflect this procedure in the following States: 
Alaska, Delaware: Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Miss~ssippl: Nebraska, North Carol~na, 
Ohio. Pennsylvania. l'crrnont. and West ~ i r ~ i n i a . '  

Cautions About Making Comparisons Across States 

.4part from the previously notcd diffcrenccs In list ver~fication frequenc~es and 
procedures, the most significant problem in making comparisons of 2002 data across the States is 
thc probIem of incomplete reporttng. Indeed. only 24 of the 45 States covcred by this report 
indicated that their data were complete. The remainder reported problcms in obta~nlng data from 
some of their local jurlsdict~ons, either because these enrities d ~ d  not kecp the necessary rccords. 
did not provide the intbnnatlon to the State electioil authority, or clse expericnccd logistic, 
technological. or legal problems. (See Table 4). 

As a result of this incomplete reporting, the total registration figures for 2002 provided in 
'l'abls 1 w ~ l l  in some cases be at variance with 2002 registration figures reported else~vhere by 
the FEC and by other authoritative sources, But in order lo rnake the "actives" plus the 
"inactives" equal the total: soine States reyr tcd  only the figures they received horn their 
cooper~tivc localities rather than the statewide total they knew to be true. 

SECTION 5: SURVEY RESULTS 

What I'ollon-:, are a summar?;. of the data gathered 1.y the Federal Election C:ornmission's 
survey of the States regarding the impact of the hVh1 on the administration of elect~ons for 
federal oftice from the 2000 election cycle. The survey was conducted in hlarch of 2003 
pursuant to the requirements oi'the Act and regulations. 

Overall Voter Registration Rates 

Active voter registration in those States covcred by thc NVKA rosc by 6.765,098 
indiv~duals over the totals for the 1998 mmdterm election, but declined slightly as a percentage of' 
the voting age population to 70.01 % in 2002 compared to 7 1.55% In 1998. Active voter 
registration nationwide also declined slightly to 68.61% in 2002 from 70.15% in 1998. 

Thc total reglstcrcd votcrs in 2002 actually declined from 1998 levels in five Statcs. 
Each of these States reported conducting comprehensive list nlaintenancc programs i n  
accordance w ~ t h  the WRA.' The total nurnbcr of inactive registrants (those who have been 

' Kansas has begun to ~Iistir~guisli betweer1 active and "inachve", and will include (he information in future 
reports. 
> .  

- l'he States ~,eportin_r list maintenance program were Alabama, Alaska, Michigan: Mot~tarla, and Ohio. 



mailed, but have not responded to, a verification nonce and have not appeared to vote as of thc 
close of the 2002 general election) Increased from 14,640,557in 1998 to 20,596,5 13 in 2002. 

Sources of Voter Registration Applications 

The reporting requirements of the NVRrZ, as reflected in the FEC's survey of the Statcs, 
prov~de a panoramic view of voter rcgistration activity throughout the nation. (See Table 2.) 
'l'he covered Statcs reported a total of 37.473,694 voter registration applications received from 
the close of the 2000 general election registration period to the dose of the 2002 general election 
rcgistratlan period. 

It seems clear from the 2003 survey that, from 2001 through 2002, voter registration in 
motor vehicle offices continues to be the most productive feature of thc NVRA. Rcgistration in 
motor vehicle offices accounted for 16,026,407 (42.77%) of all voter registration applications. 

Rcg~stration by mail also proved productive -- yielding 10,357,284 (27.64%) of all 
registration applications. These mail applications reflect thc ready availability of the national and 
state voter registrat~on forms ovcr the htmn~et, from voter registration drives, and from people 
personally mailing in forms they obtaincd from public assistance agencies and elsewhere. In 
most States it is virtually ~mpossible to detect whcre applicants obtained their mail-in forms. 

Almost a quarter (23.779/0), or 8,906,35 1: of all registration applications came from 
"Other Sources" which included organized registration drives, deputy registrars. and in-pcrson 
registrations. (It should be noted, however, that this number is slightly Inflated because some 
local jurisd~ctions failed to track the sources of applications and therefore reported a11 new 
applications in this "Other " category}. 

,411 thc remaining agcncies taken logether accounted for only ? , I  83,652 (5.83%) of thc 
registration appl~cations, a decline from 3,460,53 1 (7.58%) in 1999-2000, 2,909,569 (8.22%) in 
1997-1 998: and 4,589,246 ( I  1.07%) in 1995-1 996. Of these agencies, other agencies designated 
by the Statc (libraries, schools, and such) yielded 1,038,269 (2.77%) of thc applications in 2001 - 
2002, public assistance offices provided 999,042 (2.67%): offices providing services to 
~nd~viduals w ~ t h  disabilities added 92,3 17  ( .25%),  and Armed Forces recruiting offices supplied 
54,023 (. 14%). 

'I'here was somc initial concern that the NVRA's bruad expansion of opportunities la 
regis~cr would result in significantly increasing the number of duplicates -- that IS, applications 
from persons ivho were already registered under the same name at the same address. Thc 
number of dupl~cates reported (8.74%) whilc slightly up from Iast reporting period (7.72%), is 
still not s~gnificant. Nor did any one categoq of intake agencies seem to be responsible for a 
d~sproportionate percentage of duplicates than any other 

Final1 y, 14,493,458, over one third (38.68%) of the total number o f  applications, were 
changes to current voter registration informalion or rejected applications. The FEC: calculated 
this figure by subtracting the lotal number of new registrations f ~ o m  the total number of non- 
duplicate applications received. The FEC does not want to burden local registrars by aslung 
them to distinguish which applicatior~s were changes to the voter rcgistration record versus whlch 
were rejected. Anecdotal evidence from conversations with electlon officials around the country: 



however. suggests that the overwhelming mijority of these transact~ons were changes of name or 
address. Thus, the W K A  F~cil~tated mllllons of Amencans In updating their voter rcglstrat~on 
records. 

Mail Registration Programs 

The hVR4 rcquires States to accept and use a national maiI voter rcgistration fonn 
[Sectiorl 6(a)(1)]. This form was developed by the FEC in consultation with chief State election 
oft7c1als [Section 9(a)(2)]. The FEC also made the national form available on its LVcb slte on the 
Internet so that it could be downloaded, completed, and mailed to one of 42 Statcs that accepted 
paper reproductions of the form during this rcporting period. 

States may use their own State mall registration form [Section 9(b)]. These! or the 
national form: are to be made available through governmental and private entitles with pattlcukar 
emphasis on organized voter registration programs [Section 6(b)]. 

The hTRA allows States to require that an Individual who registered by mail vote 111 
pcrson the first tiinc. Seven States (Illino~s, Louisiana, Michigan, Nevada, Tennessee, Virginia 
and West Virginia) have chosen that option. 

Mail registration programs generated 10,35 7,284 applications, account~ng for 27.64% of 
the total number of applications rece~ved during the 200 1-2002 reporting period. Voter 
registration by mail continued to be the second most popular sourcc of voter registration 
applications, second behind registratlon at motor vehicle oftices. 

Several Slatcs reported changes undertaken during  his reporting pcriod to improve the 
mail registration process: 

T/IP District of Colrmlbiu updated its mail registrat~on fonn to include an optional 
question inquir~ng as to thc t>Te of assistailce needed for disabled voter.-;. 

ltrdiunu repealed its 1-cqu~rernent that voter registration appllcations be abrnltted on 
durable card stock and enacted leg~slation to permit voter registration applications to 
be downloaded from the Statc web page, to be completed, signed, and Gxwarded to 
the county voter registration office. 

Virgirrirr has begun to bar codc voter registration appllcations. With the help of the 
State Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) bar code scanners have becn placed at 
both the State Doard of Elections and DMV to ensure better accountability of the 
state mall voter registration program. 

H Washittgtult made ava~lable on the Secretary of State web site Statc mall voter 
registratlon forms in Spanish, Ch~nese, Cambodian. Korean, Laotian, Russian and 
Vietnamese. 

As in prior rcporls, States indicated very few problcms with mail rcg~strat~on. A number 
of States indicated continuing problems with lncon~plete and/or illegible applications while 
another Statc reported regularly receiving batches of application cards damaged by United States 
Postal Service equipment while being proocssed. Unlike 1999-2000, there were s~gnitjcantly lcss 



problems reported with privale organizations mahng the national mail voter registration form 
available on their web sites In a manner that prowded incomplete or inaccurate information. The 
FEC will watch for a recurrence of this problem during the 2003-2004 reporting period, because 
many more private voter registrat~on efforts tend to spring up in the months preceding a U.S. 
Presidential election. 

The States submitted no recommendations to improve registration by mail 

Motor Voter Registration Programs 

The NVRA requires that individuals be given the opportunity to register to vote (or to 
change their voter registration data) in el~.ctions for. federal office when applying for or renewing 
a driver's license or other personal identification document ~ssued by a State motor vehicle 
authority. 

Motor voter agencies continued to yicld the highest volun~e of registration applications 
among the agencies mandated by the NVRA. accountii~g for 42.77% of the total number of 
registration applications in thc United States during 200 1-2002. 

Several States rcported implementing innovative ideas to improve various aspects of 
their motor voter programs: 

Aritn~za developed thelr EZ Voter Kcgistration program. Using Motor Vehicle 
Department (MVD) technology: individuals are able to reglster to vote over the 
internet if the uscr has a digitized signature on file with the MVD. 

,Vurilz Carolitla began using ~ t s  State Election Information Management Systems 
(SEIMS) to electronically transfer to their counties, on a weekly basis, all DMV 
applications made during the previous week. The State Board of Elections reported 
that the electronic transfer of records saves both time and money, and ensures grcatcr 
accuracy. 

II T~xas  is preparing a pilot project to allow voters to change voter registration data via 
the internet, eliminatmg the need for hard copy exchangc of information if the 
change IS within the cou11ty of reg~stration and if it is madc whlle changing motor 
vehicle information. 

Virginia expanded its program to co-locate and re-locate voter registrar's officcs to 
I Department of Motor Veh~cle (DhlV) facilities. 11 Registrars are currently co- 

located and 5 have re-Iocalcd ivithin the State). This program has provlded faster 
processing and fewer applications denied or returncd due to insufficient information. 

Hawaii and RItode Jslarrd reported developing programs to rc-train motor vehicle 
officc employees in their dutics under the NVRA either in person or by videotape. 

yo-location is when a Registrar is given space at a IIMV office or shares the information area in a DMV 
office. Re-location is when the Registrar completely moves their office wlthin the DMV. 



As noted in previous reports, one  of the lessons learned from States with successful 
rnotor voter p r o p r n s  is the importance of adey uate and continuing training for motor vehicle 
staff due t o  thu high lurnover rate for personnel in LIMY officcs throughout the nation. Other 
States reported that Improved communications with motor vehlcle offices and clearer instructions 
had inlproved the success ralc of their motor voter programs. 

Significantly fewer problems wcrc reported with motor voter registration programs 
during this reporting pcriod than were reported during 1999-2000. Nine States, however, still 
reported problems with completed voter registration applications not being forwarded in a timely 
manner, or never being forwarded to the appropriate local election official. As a consequence, 
some States again reported receiv~ng complaints from individuals who stated that they had 
cornpletcd a registration application at a motor vehicle office, but whose names did not show up 
on thc official list of registcrcd voters. One State reported solving this problem by allowing 
individuals who did not appear on the voter rolls to cast a provisional ballot, required in thc 
future by Sect~ons 302(a) and (c )  of the Help America Vote Act of 2002. Two other States 
enacted new laws requiring motor vehicle offices to fonvard completed registration forms to 
elect~on authorities no later than 5 days after receipt. (Sect~on j(e) of the NVKA requires that 
applications be forwarded to the appropriate election official within ten days of acceptance, or, if 
accepted within five days of the close of registration, within five days of acceptance). 

The States submitted no recommendations to improve motor voter registration. 

Agency Voter Registration Programs 

'l'hc NVRA requires that individuals be given the opportunity to register to vote (or to 
change then votcr registration address) when applying for (or recelv~ng) services or assistance: at 
any office in the State that provides public assistance; at or through any office in the State that 
provides State funded programs primarily engaged in providing services for those with 
disabilities: at certain other offices designated by the State; and at armed forces recruitment 
offices.' 

Individuals  nus st be provlded this opportunity not only at the tlmc of their o r ~ g ~ n a l  
applicat~on for services, but also when filing any rcct~fication, renewal. or change of address 
related to such seI-viccs. 

Applications received at all agency sltes combined to represent only 5.83% of the totaI 
number of votcr registration applications in the United States in 200 1-2002. Agencles designated 
by the States (such as public Ilbraries, public high schools, unemployment offices, tax revenue 
officcs, marriage license bureaus) accounted for 2.77% of all applications; public assistance 
agencles accounted for 2.67%; public disability senrice offices accounted for .25%; and armed 
forces recruitment offices accounted for .14%. 

j There is some ambiguity regarding &hat constitutes a public assistance office. The statute itself is silent 
on the extent to which this phrase should be applied to the variety of state agencies, particularly as such 
agency's missions and structures often vary from state to state. The FEC Guide to lrnplement~ng the hVRA 
provided guidance to States as  to what agencies were designated by the statute. but concluded "States must 
decide for themselves whar other oftheir offices meet the definition of 'public assistance offices"'. 



A number of States reported improvements made during 2001 -2002 to increase the 
effectiveness of the~r  agency voter regist~ation programs: 

California counties have taken a more proactive approach to their agency voter 
registration programs by ensuring that agencies have votcr reglstratlon applications 
available for their clients, and by implementing new procedures for easy restock~ng 
of voter registration application cards. 

CoiorurIo printed and distributed posters in both English and Spanish for all NVRA 
designated agencies to be placed in a prominent location within agency offices 
not~fying the public that "Voter Registration Servlces Offered Ilerc." 

Okluhoma produced a new training vldeo for agency personnel and broadcasted a 
special tra~ning program to Department of Human Services employees engaged in 
voter registration activities. 

II Washitzgton has continued its quality maintenance program for agency voter 
registration in which Secretary of State personnel conduct site visits to various 
agencies to verify compliance with provisions of the NVRA. 

Four States reported problems with the timuly transmission of completed voter 
registration applications from agency offices to local election offices as required by Section 
7(d)(l)&(2) of the Act. (As with motor vehicle agencies, all public assistance agencies covercd 
under Section 7 of thc NVRA are required to transmit cornpletcd applications to the appropriate 
election authority wltl-i~n ten days of acceptance, or within five days of acceptance if the 
applications are received within five days of the close of registration). In addition to delayed 
tranmission, several States again rcported having a number of duplicate registrations from agency 
clients who felt conlpelled to fill out a new registration applica~ion each time thcy visited an 
agency office. In response to problen~s with agcncies being required to scek and retain 
declinations from clients cach time they refuse an application to register to vote, four States 
submitted a specific recommendation for Congress to eliminate the W M ' s  provisions requiring 
the declination form, contained in Section 7(a)(G)(B). 

List Maintenance Programs 

One of the purposcs of the NVRA, as stated in the accompanying House and Senate 
committee reports, is to ensure that once citizens arc rcgistered to vote, they remain on the voting 
list as long as they remain eligible to vote in the same jurisdiction [H. Rept. 103-9, at page 18, 
and S. Kept. 103-6, at pages 17 and 191. The statute's list maintenance provisions prohibit States 
from removing names from the voter registration list: 

for failure to vote [Section 8(h)(2)]; or 

for changc of address to another location within the registrar's jurisdiction [Section 

x(tjl- 

The law requires registrars who receive information on a voter's change of address within the 
registrar's jurisdiction to update the registrant's voting address [Section 8(f)]. The House 



Connitlee report nukes it clear that this is to be done without requiring the registrant to 
rercgistcr or othcwisc to notify the registrar of the change [H. Rept. 103-9! at page 181. 

Another stated purpose of the list maintenance provisions is to ensure the accuracy and 
currency of the voter registration rolls. The Act requires that driver's hccnse changes of address 
requests serve as change of voter reg~stration address, unless the ind~vidual indicates that the 
change 1s not for voter registration purposes [Section S(d)]. The law also requires States to 
conduct a uniform and non-d~scriminatory general program [Section X(b)(l)j to remove the name 
ol' an Ineligible voter: 

upon his or her death [Section 8(a)(4)(A)]; 

upon their written confirmation that his or hcr address has changed to a location 
outside the registrar's jurisdiction [Sections 8(a)(4)(B) and #(d)(l)(A)I; and 

r upon a failure to respond to certain confinnailon mailings along with a failure to  
offer to vote in any federal general elections subsequent to the maillng [Sections 
E(a)(l)(Bj and 8(d)(l)(B)]. (The confirmation mailing in this case is that mailed out 
to registrants who, based on information received from the Postal Service, has 
changed his or her address to a location outside the registrar's jur~sdict~on.) 

The hVRA also permits States to remove the names of a registrant: 

upon the request of the registrant [Section 8(a)(3)(13)]; 

for mental incapacity of the registrant, as provided for in State law, [Section 
S(a)(3)(B)]: and 

upon criminal conviction of the regislrant, as  provided for in State law [Section 

S(a)(3)(B)I. 

Other than these provisions, the law grants States latitude in when: where, and how thesc 
functions will be pcrfumcd. 

States reported mailing 20,570.205 confirmation noticcs and receiving 4,507,65 1 
responses lo those notices (a 2 1.9 1 % response rate) during the 2001 -2002 electlon cycle, thc 
most notices and second highest response rate reported since most States implemented the 
NVRA in 1995. These figures suggest an increasing effort by the States to maintain up-to-date 
lists. This I S  comparable with  he 18,892.33 1 notices and 23.05% responsc rate in 1999-2000, 
the 17,80 1 :458 noticcs and 16.35% response rate in 1997-1 998, and the 1 1,469,948 notices and 
19.5'!4j rusponse rate in 1935-1 996. 

States also reportcd ~noving 8,549,405 persons from the "actlve" list of reg~strants to rhe 
"inactive" list: dclcted 4.526,562 from the "inactive" list, and deleted 1,933,968 registrants who 
werc not identified as active or ~nactive. In sum. a total of 15,009,935 names were removed from 
registration lists during 2001-2002. This compares to total deletions of 1 3,O 14,912 in 1999- 
2000, 9.063.326 in 1997-1 998, and 8,723.301 in 1995-1996. 

Furthermore. reporting Statcs dlscloscd that, as of the close of the November 2002 
ccneral election. 20,596,S 13 of the 163.954.789 regmered votcrs remained on the "inactlvc." list 
L- 



(12.56%), many of whom will be removed from the lists after the 2004 general election."~'hls 
compares to 11.2% of registered voters remaining on the "inactive" list in 1999-2000, 9.6% in 
1997-1998, and 5.6% in 1995-1996. 

States covered by this report continued to approach list rnalntenr-tnce differently; 
however! it appears that many persisted in seelung the techniques that are most effective to 
update thc lists of registered voters in their owm communities. Fourteen States indicated that 
they had made adjustments. since the gcncral electlon of 2000, In ordcr to improve thelr list 
maintenance program. While the naturc of these alterations varied, thc most commonly reported 
involved: 

I The implementation or enhancement of computerized voter registrat1011 databases 
and computer-assisted techniques to update voter registration files, statewide (4 
States- k'iorida, Soutlr Dakota. Texrrs, and Waslrington). 

'l'hc increased role of State clection offices in: 

training local election officials in the NVKA requirements and list 
maintenance techniques (2 States -- Massaclrusetis and Montana); and 

conveying to local election offices the death records, crlminal conviction 
records, and lists of individuals registered more than once within the State 
that are needed to rnaintain accurate lists (2 States - Texas and 
IVaskillgtott). 

II Using a mailing to all registered voters. foIlowing prccinct and district changes as a 
result of rcapport~onment, to identify potellrial "deadivood" ( 3  States - Louisiatta, 
Maryland, and Michigarr). 

In addition, thc following States disclosed the implementation of various new Stale laws 
or procedures to improve list maintenance: 

~r In Arizona, one county changed the timing for the delet~on of inactive voters from 
the registry. 

Arkalrsas delegated the list maintenance process to counties. 

Culifornia used sample ballot mailings with the U.S. Postal Service's address change 
senice to identify possible address changes. 

Kansas began requiring that inactive voters be designated as such on the voter's 
registration file. 

PenrtsJ?lvania enacted a new law that I-cquired consistency among all counties in 
processing all changes of address rcccived up to 30 days before an election, to send 
cancellation notices to the clcction official in the county of a registrant's former 

"n "inactive" voters can bc removed from the rolls if, after failing lo respond to a confirmat~on notice, the 
voter has not voted in either of the next two federal general clcctions. Somc States have chosen not to 
immediately purge votrrs from their lists at the earliest date possible. 



residence. to transfer a copy of a registrant's cancelled votcr registration record to 
thc county of the elector's new res~dence. Pennsylvania began allowing counties to 
use newspaper obituaries and letters testementary or letters of administration issued 
by the office of' register of wills to remove deceased registrants from the list. 
Pennsylvania also began using a unique identifier, which 1s assibmed for life, for each 
qualified elector who becomes registered. 

Eight States noted the following successes in implementing the NVRA list maintenance 
requirements: 

r Three States disclosed the benefits of their State voter registrat~on database, with: 

+ California noting that the Secretary of State's database continued to import 
voter address changes and new reg~strants from the motor vehicle 
department, and transrnlt this data to the counties; and that counties 
continued to make technological enhancements to process the new and 
updated information bung captured; 

Kert fucb reporting that its centralized electronic databasc makes record- 
keeping simple and accurate; and 

+ Texas indicating that the State now has 152 (of 254) counties connected on- 
l ~ n e  in real-time with the Secretary of State's voter registration database. 

I Two States reporred that the list maintenance requircments helped then1 rcmove 
inactive voters w ~ t h :  

Hawaii noting that the procedurcs allo~ved them to callduct thc first large- 
scalc removal of names from the voter regismation Iist (rough1 103:000 
were removed after the 2002 general election: which will be reported by the 
State oi'iicially in the report for thc 2004 election cycle): and 

Muitle Indicating that procedures havc helped to decrease the percentage of 
registered voters to Voting Age Population from 106% in 1996 to 96% in 
2002. 

R Ari~otru rcpot-ted that some counties used information provided by poll workers, or 
by cities and towns when they have then elections, to help identify registrants who 
have r n o ~ e d  or ~ v h o  have died. ' 

Massacltusetfs noted that the wining and support provided by thu State led to a 
bettcr understanding of the steps that must be completed before names can be deleted 
from the registry. 

' Stales rnust exercise caution to ensure that list maintenance procedurcs are uniform, nondiscrinlmalory, 
and in  compliance 1~1th the Voting Rights Act of 1965. "This requirement rnay not bc avoided by a 
registrar conducting a purge program or activity based on lists provided by other parties where such lists 
were cotnpiled as the result of a selective, nori-unifnrn~ or discrirmnato~y program or activit) ." [Hse. Rpt., 
Section 8, page 15.1 



IVa,sfzi~zg~un State stated that ~ t s  "Suspected Multi-C:ounty" voter registration proccss 
has ~mproved conununicatlon about reg~strants who may be on the rolls in more than 
one county, streamlined thc cancellation process, and saved staff hours and postage 
costs. 

Six States I-eportcd challenges in malntaining accurate votcr roglstration lists during 
300 1-2002, down from thirteen in both thc report following the 2000 elections, and the report 
following the election of 1998, and twenty-six for the 1996 election. Four of these States 
reported the follow-ing problems related to uslng thc postal service to conduct regis~at ion 
functions: 

I Kentucky objected to the expenslye and t ~ m e  consuming process for confirming 
registrants' addrcsscs. In particular. the state objected that the requirement that they 
send a confi~mation notice to an address after a piece of mail has becn returned 
undeliverable is wasteful and cxpcnslve. 

8 Louisiat~a indicated that the XS .  Postal Scrvice appeared to record rhe w o n g  new 
addresses on some of the returned election mail. 

Mississippi noted problems with some registrants who still have rural route numbers: 
rather than street addresses. mahng it difficult to ensure mail delivery. The state 
was additionally concerned with pcople not provid~ng fonvarding addresses when 
they move. 

Nortl~ Carolina reported fo l l (~w~ng postal service dlrcctions for mailings that affect 
thc list maintenance process only to find, on numerous occasions. that postal servlce 
personnel around the State did not understand postal service policies for reduced 
rates or were inconsistent in applying postal rates to election mail and postal policies 
regarding returned mailings. 

Others difficulties disclosed included: 

r Itrrlinmo lacking the resources needed to hclp identify registrants who may be on the 
rolls in Inore than one county. 

Molliurla having difficulties implementing the N V U  list maintenance requirements 
i n  light ofthe differing, althoi~gh compatible, provisions in State law. 

Six States forlvarded recornmendatlons ro address Iisi maintenance problems. Five 
Statcs recommended the following adjustments to thc KVKA list ma~ntenance requirements: 

Cbl(furnia recommended that election offices be allowed to promptly cancel voter 
registrat~ons for thosu whosu I-esidence address and county of residence can no 
longer bc confinncd. 

Hawaii recommended eliminating thc requirement for a forwardable confirmation 
notice to he sent to reg~strants when the U.S. Postal Senice confirms that the 
registrants have non-fbrwardable addrcsscs or when the Postal Service has no 
forwarding order. 



Kunsns reconmended that elcction oftiices be allowed to remove [he names of 
rcg~strants if they have fa~lcd to vote 111 thc past two consecutive nat~onal,'Statc 
elect~ons. 

Kentucky recommended that States he allowed to include the forwardablc 
confirn~ation mailing in any first ntltlce mailed to registrants, such as the notlce 
verifying acccptarlce of a voter reg~stration application that the ? I V M  currently does 
not allow to be forwarded to a new address. 

Loui.siu~ta recommended that S t a m  bc allowed to remove "inactive" voters earlier. 

Arizoiza, recommended rcduccd postal rates fbr electlon mailings, to help with 
~ncreasing mading costs. 

Recommendat~ons that focused on the procedures required by the N V R 4  before a 
registrant's name may be removed from the registry would requlre Congressional action to 
change. 'The U . S .  Postal Service could implement thc recommendation regarding postal rates. 
although C'ongressional ac t~on could effect such a change. 

'The Cornrniss~on addressed a vanety of list maintenance challenges in its hlarch 1998 
report entitled I~npli~rnenfin~ fhs :?lhrional Vururer Registrution Act: A Reporr to Srare and Local 
Elecriun O//iciaD un ~~-ohle , , i i  mid Solutions Di~co~jered 1995- 1996. This report explored, in 
deta~l,  lhe benefits and problems of various solutions to address problems like the ones that have 
arisen during this survcy. Some concerns can be resolved by adjust~ng the way thc Statc or local 
jurisdrction implements the list mamtenance provisions of the NVRA and by implementing thc 
computerized statewide voter registration list that 1s required by the I-Telp Arncrica Vote Act. 
Other problems arc not so easily rectified. For cxample. the standards employed by the U.S. 
Postal Service to qualify mailings for reduced postage continue to be an obstacle to reducing 
postal costs in many jurisdictions. 

Fail-Safe Voting Programs 

'I'he hWRA prov~des for voting by roglstrants who may not have responded lo certain 
notices sent to confirm their addrcss or &hose addresses may not be recorded col~ect ly on the 
rcgistry [Sections 8(c)(l)(B)(i). 8(d)(l)(I3), 8(d)(Z)(A). 8(e), and S(f)j. These provisions arc In 

keeping ivith one of thc principles of the hVk4 that, once registered, citizens remilin on the rolls 
as long as thcy are eligible to vote In that jurisdiction. While the law secures the right of these 
voters to votc, it places some restrictions on where they arc to votc: and it leaves most decisions 
concern~ng the way such persons are to vote to the States. 

As ~n the past, the States continue to pursue differenl approaches to thls matter. len 
States reporting adjusl~nents in order t o  improve thc administration of fail-safe voting. Nine of 
these States revised or clarified their balloting procedures: 

H Four States implmlcmted provisional voting during the 2001 -2UU2 election cycle 
(Florida. Marylrrnd, h'ebrasku, tT ia l~ ) .  



H Arizotra reported that one county allowed voters to update thelr name or address by 
means of their Larly Ballot requcst card. 

Kansas clarified the procedures that county boards of canvassers use to detenrlinc 
thc validity of provisional ballots. 

I 12fontana worked with its countlcs and motor vehicle department extensivcly to 
ensure that people would be able to vote despite the fact that their motor-voter 
rcglstralion applications may not have been fort\arded m a timely manner. 

H Pt.nnsylvania reported a new law that clarified its fail-safe voting procedures. 

Texas? a State with zarly vot~ng, notcd that voters can no longer be addcd to the 
"inactive" list oilcc voling for the November General Election has begun. 

One State. CrrliJirrrliu, I-eported trainlng poll workers and election slaff in fail-safe voting 
proccdures. as well as providing fail-safe voting infom~ation to voters in person and on clection 
office web sltes. 

Three States disclosed the following successes in administering fail-safe voting: 

Arkartscls touted the bencfils of continu~ng to stress fail-sak procedures in poll 
worker training. 

iMuniunu indicatcd that coordinating with the motor vchicle department generally 
cnsurcd that people could still vote if' their motor voter reg~stration applications wcrc 
not forwarded timely. 

Ltalt noted the success of provisional balloting, stating that 78% of all provisional 
ballots cast wcrc accrpted and that the procedure eliminated the need for election 
judgcs to call the motor vehicle oflicz on cleclion day to verify registrations. 

Four Slates repurtcd challenges in ~rnplementmg fall-safe voling du r~ng  the 200 1-2002 
clzctlon cyclc 'l'his equals the four States report~ng problems in the 1998 midtcrm election, but 
1s do~vn fl--o~n the number of States report~ng problems in past presidentla1 elect~uns (seven for 
2000 and clghteen for 19'36). The majority of the comments for this rcport conce~ned the 
implernentation of the fail-safe voting provisluns by poll workers: 

Arizotru reported that, 111 one county, election workers need to encourage voters to 
fill out  the propel- forms when the voters have a change of address. 

C u l ~ b r ~ t i u  disclosed that many countles find that volunteers who work at thc polls 
provide incorrect Information to voters, thereby disenfranchising the voters, because 
the xvorkers are thced with the process on an intemittcnt basis and have difficulty 
becoming familiar with all of the fail-safe sccnarios and procedures. 

Iilflinna reported that poll workers made mistakes whcn admin~ster~ng fall-safe 
vot~ng provisions. a problem the State hopcs to rcctlfy w ~ t h  more poll worker 
tralnlng and materials. 



One State, Virgijtirr, reported a problem that is specific to the unique way the State chose 
to implement lhe fail-safe voting provisions. Thc Statc pointed to the NVKA's ]requirement that 
fail-safe voting must be provided to registrants who have rnovcd within the same rcglstrar's 
jurisdictior~ and the same cony-esslonal district. Virginia followed the letter of the law and did 
not extend the faiI-safe voting provisions lo volcrs who remained in the samu registrar's 
jurisd~ctiun, but moved to a new congressional district. Consequently, when congressional 
distr~ct boundaries were redrawn after the 2000 census, fewer voters qualified for fail-safe voting 
in 2002. Virg~nla noted that this probleni is likely to affcct the 2004 election as well. 

-l-ivo States subrnittzd recommendations regarding fail-safe voting: 

California reco~nmended providlng fcderal funding for traimng on the fail-safe 
E voting process. The State also recommended that C o n ~ e s s  consider amending the 

hVKA fall-safe voting procedurcs to be consistent with new fail-safe voting 
provisions in the Help America Vote Act of 2002. 

I Virginia recommtnded an~cndlng the NVRA to delete the reference to congressional 
district in section X(e)(2)(A) [42 U. S .C.'. 1 973gg-6(e)(2)(A)]. 

The Conlmiss~on addressed fail-safe voting challenges i n  its March 1998 report to the 
Statcs. The report underscored the importance of ensuring that fail-safe voting programs meet 
the requirements of federal law. 'I'hc Commission's June 2001 report reconlrncnded that States 
implemenl provisional balloting at the polls. Subsequently, the Help America Vote Act of 2002 
included a requirement that States impleniei~t provisional balloting elections fur federal office 
held on and after January 1, 2004 [JZ U.S.C. 15482(a), (c), and (d); and 15483(b)(?)(B) and 

(d?(2)1. 

SECTION 6 :  FEC RECOMMENDATIONS 

'I'hc FEC: offers two recommendations to address problems Identified by the 2002 
survey.' Roth of these recommendations have been previously offered, onc was offered in the 
last three reports and onc appeared for thc first time in the last report:'' 

"I-unds appropriated under Title I crf thc Help Arnerlca Vote Act of 2002 ("HAV22") m y  be used for thls 
training [42 1I.S.C. 15301(b)J. Title I1 requircmcnts state that payments ma); also be used fu1 this n-ain~ng.  
once the State certiiies that the State has irriplelnented all the title I 1 1  requueillents or that the anlount 
e~pended wit11 rcgal-d to such other activities dues [jot exceed the amount equal to the i~llni~r~urn payment 
applicable to the Statc under HAVA section 252(c) [42 U.S.C. 15402(c)]. 
(' States were invited to drscribe any probleins they may have encountered and any idcas or 
recommt.ndations they might have fbr inlproving the adnlimstratiun of the Act. The bulk of their responses 
focused on some of the Inore technical procedures associated with list maintenance. fail-sak voting, and the 
agency decl~nation procedure. Many of these technical rezommendatlorls depcnd upon how ~ndivldual 
States have chosen to inlplemcnt various provisions of thc Act. Because this report is duectrd tn 111~  United 
States Congress and not to individual State leglslaturcs. we limit our reconmndatio~ls to tho.se universal 
enough to he applicable to all States covered by tl~c Act 



RECOAIMESDATION 1 : Tlie U.S. Postal Service should (1) create a new class of mail for 
"official election material" that encornpasses all mail items requisite to the N\'RA and 
provide the most favorable reduced rates affordable for the first class treatment of such 
mailings; arid (2) provide spacc in their postal lobbies free of charge to State and local 
e lect io~~ officials for voter registration materials. 

h number of State and local registration ofticials have voiced concerns (e~ther in 
response to oul- survey, in professional inccrings, or in personal communications with 
Cammlssion staft) regarding the costs attendant on the rna~lings required by the NVK4. 

The Y V M  requires tllat local elc'ction officials employ at least four kinds of mailings: 

incornillg nwil registration f ~ m s  (as single items conling ~ n ) ;  

outgoing ackno~vledgment forms (in response to each registration appl~cation); 

outgoing coilfirnlation notices (~thich the Act requires be "forwardable"); and 

incoming confirmation pnstca~ds (as single items in rcsponse to the outgoing 
confirmation noticcs). 

h addition, sonle jiinsdictions may employ "non-fonvardable" mailings as a mcans of 
periodically verifying their registration lists as required by the Act. 

.At the same time, Seclion X(h)(l) of the Act amends 39 U.S.C. $3629 to read "The Postal 
Serv~ce shalI nlakc a ~ a i l a b l c  to a Statc or local votlng registration official thc rate for any class of 
n ~ a i l  that is available to a qualified nonpn~flt organization under section 3626 for the purpose of 
making a mail~ng that the official certihos is required or aulhorized by the National Voter 
Registration Act of 1993." 

Accordingly. the Postal Serk~ce revised its Dornest~c hlail Manual to read. In part " 4 s  
wit11 all matters author~zcd to mall at the special rates, only third-class matter, deposited in 
prescribed rnlnlmurn quantities and prepared m accordance 1~1th postal regulat~ons. 1s el~g~ble for 
these ratus." 

Plfter consultations 1~1th  various postal authorities, il is the Commission's understanding 
that: 

II the rates available to quallficd nonprofit organizations apply only to oulgoing 
ma~lings of at lcast 200 itcms or more that are sorted by zip code or other order 
convcment to the Postal Servlce and that are delivered to a special ofiicer at the Post 
Office; 

1 I1 The Cormrlission offered seven recommendations in its last repu~t. Threc of thesc reconlnlcndatiol~s were 
incorporated, 111 whole or  in part, into the Help America Vote Act of 2002. Additionally, IIAVA addresses 
problems that two other p r c ~ i o u s  recununendations were atterllpting to addrcss. 



such items would have to be generic and devoid of references to personal or unique 
information (the very sort of information that a confirmat~on mailing would have to 
contain); and 

the rate applies only to the original outgomg mailing and would not pcrtain to any 
"forwardable" or "address correction" services. Such scrvlces would cause a 
surcharge for each piece of mail so treated, to be assessed to the original mailer on 
top of the nonprofit rate. 

It wvuld appear, then, that the "Reduced Postal Rate" offered in Section 8(h)(l) of the 
NVRA would not pertain, eithcr for technical or practical rcasons, to most of the mailings 
required or authorized by the Act. PLnd the volume of all rna~lings required by the Act results in 
substantial costs to local jurisdictions. 

Although it is impossible to fully calculate the costs that are incurred for mailings 
required by rhc ,4ct, a simplified estimate can help illustrate the costs that h V R A  imposes on 
local jurisdictions. From 2001 through 2002, a nationwide total of 20,570,205 co~ifirmatinn 
notices were mailed out by registrars to persons who were reported to have moved. These 
confirmation noticcs, in turn. induced 4,507.65 1 postcard responses with postage also paid by the 
registrars. At a very minimum, thcn, reg~strars collectively bore additional mailing costs for the 
confirmation process that easily reached into seven figures. The NVRA also requires that all 
voter registration applications bc acknowledged by the registrar, although man]; States already 
required this. Still! from 200 1 through 2002, this procedure triggered 37,473,694 
acknowledgment mailings from reg~strars nationwide at a cost, again, In sevcn figures. 

Viewed nationwide, the size and scope of the mailings required is very large: 

Quadrennial verification mailings to a mlnirnum of 160,000.000 people. 

Biennial confirmation mailings to a minimum of 20,000,000 people. 

Biennial return postage on confirn~alion postcards from a minimum oC4.000,000 
people. 

Uiennial acknowledgment mailings lo a minimum of 37,000,000 people. 

It is not hard to percuive that total postage costs (not to menlion printing arid handling 
costs) havc now become and will continue to be a major item in every eleclion budget. The IJ.S 
Postal Service's current standards to qualify mailings for reduccd postage continue to be an 
obstacle to reducing postal costs for many jurisdictions. 

In view of these matters, the Federal Election Comnlission recommends that the U.S. 
Postal Se~vice create a new class of mail for Items containing the new "Official Election Mail" 
logo; that this new class of mail encompass at a minimum all mail items requisite to the NLTRA; 
and that the USPS provide the most favorable reduced rates affordable for the first class 
treatment of such mailings rcgardless of their number or point of origin. 

Tn a related matter, a number of State and local election officials have remarked that they 
are now bcing charged fbr providing voter regislrat~on materials in post offices -- apparently 
because of a legally binding rcquiremcnt to do so In the Postal Operations Manual (POM). In 



view of  he other intake efforts required by the NVRA (in motor vehicle offices, public 
assistance agencies, and the like), the Commiss~on recommends that the Postal Service provide 
space 111 their postal lobbies for votcr registration mater~als free of charge t o  State and local 
election officials. 

RECOhIMENDATION 2: States dcvelop and implement an on-going, periodic training 
program for relevant niotor vehicle and agency personnel regarding their duties and 
respor~sibilities under the NVRA as implemented by the State's law. 

Several States rcported that motor vehicle offices in some areas failed to transmit voter 
registration applications or changes of address to the appropriate election authorities in a timcly 
manner. Some States also noted similar problems with other agencics charged with offering 
voter registration. The result, unfortunately, was the effective disenfranchisement of those 
cltizens who had duly applied but whosc registrations were not processed by election day. 
Furthermore, there has been an unexplained decline in both the percentage and number of votcr 
registration applications from agencles distinct from motor vehicle departments. As in 2000, it 
seems reasonable to suspect that these problems may have resulted both from personnel turnover 
in the motor vehicle offices and other agencies and from simple inattention, now that the novelty 
of the process has worn off. A few States are considering some form of "receipt" system hi- 
persons who register at motor vehicle or agcncy offices. But we feel that. at a minimum, the 
problem needs to be addressed by an ongoing, periodic training program geared to new motor 
vehicle and agency employees. 

I 1  The Help America Vnte Act, at 42  L.S.C. 15483(a)(S)(A)(ii) and 15483(a)(S)(D), provides for 
exceptions lo this requirement for registrants xvho have neither a dnver's licellse number nor a social 
security number nr who live in States that are pcrmitred to use the full social security number on 
applications for voter registration, in accordance wit11 section 7 of the Privacy Act of 1974 ( 5  U.S.C. 552a 
note). 



TABLE 1 

VOTING AGE POPULATION AND VOTER REGlSTRATlON 



NOTES ON THE DATA ELEMENTS IN TABLE 1 

Data on all States are presented whether or not the State 1s covered by the hFvTLkj. The 
names of the States exempt from the ma4 are printed in italics. 

I VAP refers to LToting Age Populat~tln. The figures for 1992, 1993: and 1996 are from the 
1J.S. J3ureau of Census Estimated Voting Agc Populat~on based on the November 1996 
Current Populat~on Survey. The figures for 1998 and 2000 are Ccl~sus  projr?ctions of 
State voting age populatrons and are subject to revision when Census issuus i t s  estimated 
populations -typically in the year fullowing. The figures for 2002 are were provided by 
Census in June  of 2003, and will be irlcludud in its upcoming report on the "02 clection. 
VAP figures include a significant number of persons not eligible to vote including 
resident aliens, convicted felons (in most States), and those indlvlduals whu have been 
declared rwrL conlpos ~nentis  by a court of' law. The numbers of such persons - t.speciall>- 
resident aliens -vary rernarknbly from State to Stae. 

Registration figures were pruv~ded by the Scatcs themselves and may be incomple~e 
owlng to incomplete local reportlng As a result of thls incomplete reportlng, total  
rcglstration figures for all years wrll in some cases be at variance with registration 
figures reportud elsewhere by the PKC and by other authuritatlve sources. 

II Registration figures are repr~rted in total regis t rants  as well as 1n "active" and  "inactive" 
registrants. "Inactive" registrants arc essent~ally those who remain on the list but who. 
based on information provlded the I'ostal Service that  they have movcd, have been 
mailed a confirlrlatioll notice but hare neither responded nor offercd t,o vote in the 
subsequent federal election. 



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration 1 

Total Active 
9% Activr: 
Total Inac t~ve  328.639 255,234 858,251 360,809 290,459 
Total REG 2,967.972 2,635,058 2,732,589 3,174,849 2,900,511 2,618,433 
Oiu REG 76.88% 83.9i1Yn 84.86% 96.41% 87.03% 77.49% 

ALASKA I Total VAP 405,000 429,000 425,000 437,000 430,000 451,000 
Total Active 336.226 414.815 156,914 478,232 
'"0 Active 78.37% 97.60%I 104.56%] 11 1.22% 
Tutal lnartlve 54,216 46,054 107,699 43,804 
Totni REG 315.058 336,226 469,031 502.968 585,931 460,855 
?'a IiEG 77.79% 78.37% 110.36'l;n 115.1OU/u 136.2694 102.19% 

ARIZONA 
Total V,W S,R12,000 2.923,OOO 3,145.000 3,547,000 3.625,OOO 3,980,000 
Total A c t i v ~  2,073,442 2.247,662 2,265,879 2,193,767 
% Active 70.94%1 71.47%[ 6 3 . 8 8 ~ 1  60.52% 
Total Inactive 242,320 254,932 327,104 454,386 491.326 
Total REG 1,964.949 2,315.762 2.502,594 2,592,983 2,648.153 2,707,761 
O/o KEG 639.88% 79.2:1% 79.57qxL 73.10% 73.05% 68.03%1 

Total Active 1,274,885 1,369,459 1.412.617 1,441,213 
9.6 Active 70.16% 73.1 2x1 75.06%) 74.71% 
Total Innrtive 59,354 102,464 125,583 
Total REG 1.31 7,944 1.254.885 1.369,459 1,471,971 1,543,677 1,581,465 
'56 REG 74.29% SO. 16%) 73.12% 78.21% 80.02% 77.79% 

Total VAP I cALIFoRNrA 22,521.000 23,225,000 22,826,000 23,665,000 24,873,000 25,664,000 
Total Active 
%I Active 
Tot,aI Inactive 
Total KEG 15,101.d73 14.723,784 16,688.027 17,399,186 18,897,788 19,304,889' 
"/u REG GS.OG% 63.40% 73.11% 73.52% 75.98% 75.22% 

Tot,al VAP 2.579.000 2,713.000 2,862,000 2.961,OOO 3,01i7,000 3,355,000 

I Total: Active 
'Pb Activc 

I I I I - - -  - 
Total lnactivc 434,602 464.077 635,092 642,214 



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration 1 I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 

Total REG 
2002 

2,003.375 2,033:093 2,346,253 2.563,441 2.883,948 2,890,158 
% REG 77.68?.;1 74.91% 81.98% 86.57% 94.03%) 86.140h 

Total V,G' 2.508,000 2,486,000 2,479,000 2,164.000 2,499,000 2.588,OOO 
Total A C ~ ~ V P  1.791,ti85 1,881,323 1,806.750 1,901,203 
% Actlve 72.O'i%j 75.89%( 7 3 . 3 3 ~ 1  76.0894 
Total Inactive 95,426 189.532 157.381 
Total REG 1,YBI ,503 1,791,685 1,976.7.19 1.996.282 2.058,584 2,091.554 
O/o REG 78.2lu.;1 72.0ri!,6 79-74 % 81.02% 82.38% 80.82% 

DELAW-4HE 
Total VAP ~521.000 534,000 
Total Active 348.12:2 
% -4ctive tjj.lCI% 

Total Inactive 
Total REG 342,088 348.122 
% REG 65.66% 65. 1F1'41 

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Total YAP 467.000 452,000 
Total Activc 361,390 
% Active 80.06U.i) 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 340.953 361,890 
O/u REG 5 3 . 0 1 ?,;I 80.06% 

FLORIDA 
Total L7*4P 10,422,000 10,S56,000 
Total Activr 6,559.598 
% Active 60.42'!,i, 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 6,541,825 6,559,595 

1 OiU REG 62.77'5 60.4'2% 

T o ~ a l  VAP 5.001;.000 5.  I59,OOO 
Total Act,ive 

T O R G 1 *  %I Active 
3.003,32 58.22%) 7 

T n ~ a l  Inactive 
Tutal REG 3,177,061 3.003.52'7 
4/0 REG fi3.47?,6 58.22h 

HAWAII 
Total VL4P 866.000 9 0 0 , 0 0 0 L  



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

Total Active 488,889 544.916 601,404 533,860 551,156 
% Active 54.32% 61.23%( 68 .50~1  68.73%1 58.08% 
Total Tnacti~e 61,620 17,127 0 103,489 125,086 
'I'otal REG 164,395 550.509 562.043 60 1,404 637.349 676,242 
'5, REG 53.64!!0 61.1'7% 63.15% 68.50% 70.12% 71.26% 

IDAHO (~xernpt from t h ~  NVRA) 
Total VAP 750,000 803,000 858,000 888,000 92'1,000 971,000 
Total Active 625,803 700,430 661,433 728,085 679.535 
U/o Active 77.93'/0 81.64%1 74.49%] 79.05%[ 69.98% 
Total Inactive 
'Total REG ti11,121 1325.803 700,430 661,433 738,085 679,535 
%I REG 81.4t;'Yn 77.93% 81.64% 54.19% 79.05']/0 69.98% 

ILLINOIS 
T o ~ a l  V 4 P  E;,598,000 8.712,OOO 8,754.000 8.755,000 8,983,000 9,346,000 
Total Active 6,119.001 6,663,301 6,493,881 '7,150,468 7,003,115 
''A Active 70.24% 76.12% I 74.17% 1 79.600/01 74.93% 
Total Inactive 797.513 1,186,143 1,790,076 1,590,828 
Total REG 6,600,358 6,119,001 7.460,814 7,680,024 8,940,544 8,593,943 
% REG T6.77Yo 70.24% 85.23% 87.72% 99.53% 91.95?& 
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INI IIAi'rJA 
Total ViW 
Total Active 
% Active 
Total Inact,ivc 
Total REG 
% IlEG 

IOWA 
Tutal VAP 2,073,000 
Total Active 
% Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 1,703,532 
"/;1 REG 82.181"~ 

KANSAS 
Total VAP 1.840,000 
Total Active 
'% Active 
Total Inactive 
Total HEG 1,365.847 
4.; REG 'i4.4:3% 

KENTUCKY 
Total YAP 2,798.000 
Total Active 
1.6 Active 
Total Inactive 
Total KEG 2.076,263 
O/;, REG T4.21%) 

LOUISIANA 
Total VXP 3.0.15,000 
Total Actlvr 
O/u Actlve 

1 Total 711active 
Total REG 2,292.129 

I 75.28% 

Tot,al V4P 932,000 
Tot.al Active 
94 Active 



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

Total REG 974,603 940,569 1,001,292 942,528 1,064,368 1,010,334 
?<I REG 104.579/6 101.031,;1 105.969'0 98.49% 109.96% 99.51% 

MARYLAND 1 TotnlVAP 3,705,000 3,750,000 3.820.000 3,824.000 3,925,000 4,078.000 
Total Active 
% Active 
Total Inactive 110,060 241,884 265,584 240.923 
Total REG 2.163.010 2,299.580 2,687,1251 2,811,200 2,990,768 3,009,869 
% REG 66.48% 61.32% 70.35% 73.51% 76.20% 73.813) 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Total hT*4P ~1,616,000 4.564,OOO 4,li49,000 4,731.000 4,749,000 4,964,000 
Total hct lve 3,153,341 3,494.927 3,378,165 3,447,595 
% Active 69.09% 75,18?<0/ 71.40%( 72.60% 
Total I r ~ i ~ c t l ~ ~  329,749 340,363 329,556 
Total REG 3,351,918 3,153,34 1 3,824,676 3,718,528 3,777.151 3,972.75'7 
% REG 52.62%;, 69.0YSi1 82.27Yh 78.60% 79.64':h 80.03% 

A1IC:HIGAN 
Total V W  6,947.000 6.983,000 i,O'i2.000 7,266,000 7.358,OOO 7,480,000 
Total Active 6,207,662 6.677,079 6.838,858 6.810,3137 

Active 88.90% 94.42961 94.12%/ 92.56% 
Total Inactive 76,755 48,965 
Total REC; G ,  1.17,083 6.207,662 6,677.0'79 6.915.613 6,859,332 6,797,293 
'It REG 8P.49"o 88.9090 94.4240 95.18':: 93.22'Yn 90.87% 

(exrmpt from thr  ATVR-l) 
Total VAP I 9.272.000 3,362,000 3.?22,000 3,483,000 3,547,000 3,768,000 
Total Active 
96 Active 
Total Irlactivt 
Total REG 3,138,901 2,857,46:3 3.067-802 2,667,692 3,265,324 2844,428 
% REG 95.93'5 84.99Yi1 89.65?," '76.59% 92.06% 75.49% 

 MISSI IS SIP PI I Total VAP 1 ,87:3.000 1,905,000 1.967,000 21011.000 2.047,OOO 2,111,000 
Total Active 1.625.640 1,731,852 1,729,200 1.496,414 
% Active 85.34'Yi 88.051~,;( 85.86%( 73.10% 
Total Inac~ iv r  94.101 77,918 243,444 
Total REG 1,640.150 1,625.610 1.825,953 1.807,118 1.$39,858 1,865,382 
TO REG 87.57% 85.34'h 92.83% 89.73% 85.00% 88.36% 

MISSOURI 
'Yotnl VAP 3,851:000 3,902,000 3,995,000 4.042,OOQ 4,105,000 4,275,000 
Total Active 2.952,642 3,342.849 3.240-657 3.415:236 3.391.153 



Table I - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

% Active 75.6';% ~3.68%1 80.17%] 83.20%,] 79.33% 
Total Inactive 395,334 445,436 469,660 
Total REG 3.067.955 2,952,64 2 3.342,819 3,635.991 3,860,672 3.860,813 
'10 REG 79.67% 7 5 ,  ~-,-(; ,b 83.68% 89.969'0 94 .C)fiU,;1 90.31% 

MONTANA / Total VAP 600,000 623,000 656,000 ti58,OOO 668,000 693,000 I 
'rota1 Active 
% Active 
Total Inactive 144,478 185,744 109,880 
Total REG 529,822 514*0.5 1 590,75 1 639,241 698,260 624,548 
"/o REG 88.30*4> 82.5 1% 90.05% 97.15% 104.53% 90.12% 

NEBRASKA 
Total VAP l,lFi4.000 1,192,000 1,211,000 1,231.000 1,234,000 1,290,000 
Total Active 919,321 1,015,056 981,160 1,040,023 
?h Active 77 .125  83.82%1 79.70% 1 84.28% 
Total Inactive 75,191 45,194 
Total REG 951:395 919,321 1,015.056 1,056,351 1,085,2 17 1.083,544 
% REG 81.73'% 77.120/;1 83.82% 85.81?'~ 87.94% 

NEVADA 
Total VrZP 1,011.000 1.088,OOll 1,212,000 1,314,000 1,390,000 1,601,000 
Total A u t ~ v e  625,842 722.608 762,884 
% Active 5'7.512% 59.62?/0 54.88% 
Total Inactive 56,416 1 16.086 
Total REG 649,913 626.842 779,318 878,970 1,042,001 
% KEG ti4.280,; 57.523;; 64.30% 63.24% 

NEW HAMPSHIRA (exe-cntpt from t h~ ATX.4) 
Total VAP 838.000 843,0013 871,000 890.000 91 1 .OOO 967,000 
Total Active 677,620 754,771 763.845 856.5 19 690,159 
Oiu Active 80.38'h 86.66%) 85.83%1 94.020/;, 71.37% 
Total Znact~ve 
Total KEG 660.985 677,620 754,771 763,845 856,519 690,159 
% REG 'i8.88%> 80.38% 86.66% 85.83% 94.02'1/0 '1 71.37% 

NEW JERSEY 
Total V-AP 5,964.000 5,974.000 6,034,000 6.075,OOO 6,245,000 6,463,000 
Total Actlvc 3,905.43F) ?.111,031 4,126,782 4,2136,216 
'YO Active 65.37('& 68.13'%1 67.93%1 68.3196 
Total 1nar:tlve 198,789 406.4 70 447,329 387,773 
Total KEG 1.060,337 3,905.435 4,309,X20 4,5:33.252 4,713,545 4,581,862 
Ox0 REG 68.08?; fi5.37'ii 71.43% 74.62% 75.48% 70.89% 



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration I I 
9 9 2  V 1998 2000 2002 1 

Total VAP 1,121.000 1.167,OOO 1,224,000 1,250.000 1,263,000 1,355,000 
Total Active 713.645 738,525 821.006 883,052 839,592 
O/o A c t ~ v e  61.15T0 60.34% 1 65.68%1 69.92% 61.96% 
Total Inactrve 99,269 96.180 90.481 111,151 
Tola1 REG 706,966 713,645 837,794 916,186 973,533 950,743 
%I KEG 6Ej.U7!,6 61.15'%> 68.15% 73.29% 7T.08?,L 70.17%) 

NEW YORK 
Total VAP 13.T05.000 13,646,000 13,564,000 13.590,OOO 13,805,000 14,544,000 
Total Active 8.818.6'41 9.567,988 9.553,665 10,027,385 
%I Active 64 .624~ 70.54%[ 70.30%) 72.64% 
Total 1nar:tlve 592.135 1,187,123 1,235,43 1 1,065,726 
'I'otal KEG 9,193,391 8,818,691 10,160,123 10,740.788 11,262,816 11,246,362 
l ' o  REG 67.08% 64.62% 74.91% 79.03% 81.59Yi1 77.33% 

NORTH CAROLINA 1 Total YAP :j,190.000 5,364,000 5,619.000 5.685,OOO 5,797.000 6,251,000 
'l'otal Active 3.635,8'i5 4,223.765 4.349-290 4,722.355 
YCo Actlvc 67,78?,0 56.57%\ 7 6 . 5 0 ~ 1  81.46% 
TotaI Inactive 92,243 403.323 483.696 354,427 
Total REG 3,H17.380 3.635,875 4,318,008 4,752,613 5,206.051 5,038.826 
"/;I REG 73.55YL 67.78"/0 '78.24% 83.60% 89.81°h 80.61% 

hTORTH DAKOTA {exempt from thr A,'VRAj 
Total VAP 462,000 467,OOO 4'76,000 476,000 477.00C1 487,000 
Total Active 

Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 
'%> REG 

Total VAP 8,207,000 8,313,OCO 8,347,000 5,401,000 8,433,000 8,541,001) 
'I'otal Active 
9.6 Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 6,542,93 1 6.250,545 6,842,272 7.1 14.305 7,344,794 7,110,901 
% IZEG 59.729.; 13.ltil!a 81.95% 84.680/;1 8'7.10% 83.26% m - 

Total VAP / OKLAHoMA 2,352,000 2,391,000 2,426,000 2,463.000 2.531,OOO 2,620,000 
Total Active 
% Active 
Total Int~ct ivc 
Total REG 2,302,279 ',,0?3.592 I ,985:5335 2,058,173 2,239,238 2,072.166 
?b KEG 97.89'51 85.36?% 81.84% 83.56% 88.47%) 79.09% 



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration 1 

Total VAP loREGoN 2.220,OOO 2,311:0i30 2,411,000 2,484,000 2,530,000 2,666,000 
Total Active 
% Active 
Total Tnact.ive 
Total REG 1,'775:4 16 1,832.771 2,102,519 2,157,306 2,139,823 2,252,933 
O/o REG 79.97% 79.311% 87.21% 86.85% 84.58% 84.51% 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Total VAP 9,161,000 9,212,000 9,197,000 9,118,000 9,155,000 9,472,000 
Total Active 5,879.0!13 6,747,839 6,966,461 7,128,926 

Active 63.82% 73.37%1 76.40%] 77.87% 74.36% 
Total Inactive 57,749 292,361 633,071 

5,993,002 5,879,0!33 6,805,612 7,258.822 7,781,997 
l /n REG I REG 

65.42% 63.82% 74.00% 79.61% 85.00% 82.73% 

RHODE ISLAND 
Total VAP 768,000 7ti4,OOO 751,000 75 1,000 753,000 8307000 
Total Active 552,638 602,692 629,786 665,424 
Oio Active 72.33°% 80.25%l 8 3 . 8 6 ~ 1  88.37'5 
Total 1nat:tiv~ 3,169 6,188 55,825 
Total REG 554.664 552.638 602,692 6?32,955 671,612 672,950 
";u REG 72.22% 72.33% 80.25% 84.28% 89.1 9'/u 8 1.08% 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
2,669.000 2,740,000 2,771,000 2,886,000 2,977,000 3,128,000 

Total Active 1:499,589 1,814,776 2,021,763 2,270,013 
?& Active 54.73% 6 5 . 4 9 ~ 1  70.05%1 76.25% 
Total Inactive 103,950 213,599 63,407 83.663 382,816 
Total REG 1,537,140 1,499,561 1,814,777 2,085,170 2,353.676 2,430,184 
9'0 KEG 5'7.5gu/u 54.73?,& 65.49% 72.25'?& 79.06% 77.69% 

SOUTH DAKOTA I Total VAP 505.000 522,000 535,000 538,000 543,000 565,000 
Total Active 430,539 462,858 452,785 471,152 
YL Active 82:2S% 8 6 . 5 2 ~ 1  8 4 . 1 6 4  86.77% 
Total Inactive 16,087 43,001 49,729 51,891 
Total REG 448,292 430,539 4 78,945 495,786 520,881 527,256 
[Yo REG 88.779,A 82.4896 89.52% 92.15% 95.93% 93.32%) 

TENNESSEE 
Total VAP 3,796.000 3.91 3,000 4,035,000 4.120.000 4,221,000 4,393,000 
Tot,al A c t ~ v e  3.693.00'3 3.011,195 3,057,008 3,181,108 3,134,104 
% rlctive 68.82'Yo 74.63?4 74.20.1 'i5.360;ol 71.34% 
Total Innctivc 86,141 185.254 219.3'79 320,423 



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration 1 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

Tot.al KEG 2.726.149 2.693,003 3,097,336 3,244,262 3,400,487 3,454,527 
O/b KEG 71.82% 68.82% 76.76% 78.74% 80.56% 78.64% 

TEXAS 
Total VAT' 12.6F(1,000 13.166,OOO 13.597.000 14,299,000 14,850,000 15,678.000 
Total Actlve 8,641,846 9,551,151 9,582,606 10.267,639 10,334.773 
% Actlve 65.644.0 i0.24%1 67.02%( 69.14% 
Total Inactrve 989,487 1,955.730 2,097,596 
Total REG 8,440,143 8.641,848 10.540.678 11.538.235 12,365,235 12,563,459 
?/o REG ti6.56'/0 65.64% 77.52'h 80.69% 83.2'7% 80.13% 

Total Active 
% Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 965,211 
"10 REG 82.57?4 

VERMONT 
Total VAP 429,000 
Total Active 
O/; Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 383,371 
?b REG 89.36% 

VIRGINIA 
Total V.4P 4,855.000 
Total Activc 
Uiu Actwe 
Tr~t,al Irlactive 
Total REG 3.045.662 
"/) KEG 62.'73'+0 

I WASHINGTON 
Tot a1 VAP 3,812.000 
TotaI Active 
":I Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 2,814.680 
'% REG 'i3.840/; 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Total VAP 1,376:OOO 



Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration I 

% Active 63.67% 67.08%( 67.68~0l ~2.86%( 69.02% 
Total Inactive 20,197 56,230 34,613 85,637 
Total REG 956,172 884,315 970,745 1,007,811 1,066.349 1,060,892 
% REG 69.49% 63.67% 68.51% 71.68% 75.31 % 75.08% 

WISCONSIN ( e x  rnp t fro rn t h i? AVIiA) 
Total V W  3,675.000 3,577,000 3,824,000 3.877,OOO 3,930,000 4,103,000 
Total Active 
% Active 
Total Inactive 
Total IIEG 
% REG 

(exempt from the AVRA) 

Total VAT] 329.000 343,000 356,000 354.000 358,000 376,000 

Total -4ctive 337:8B3 228,564 230,360 220,012 

O/u Active 98.50% 6 4 . 2 0 ~ i o l 7 1  61.46% 

Total Inactive 

/ Total REG 234,260 337.863 240,7 11 230,360 220,012 241,200 1 
O/o REG 71.20% (38.50°/L 67.62% 65.0794, 61.46% 64.15% 

TOTALS FOR 
ALL STATES 

Total Actlve 

% hc tive 

Tot.al Inactive 

Total REG 1 33.801,584 130,979,705 151.122,462 156.685.527 16i. ' i50,9O!?l168,440,111 

?h REG 70.60% 67.64 !"o 76.91% 77.98% 81.51°,h 78.17% 

TOTALS FOR 
THE NVRA 
STATES 

Tot.al Active O 1 2475r59.01i3 136,791,845 136.623,178 144,406,765 

Active 0 67.83% i3.45%-1 73.80'?6 70.01% 

Total Inactive 0 1,652:436 8,138,763 14.640.557 18,274,197 

1 Tatnl KEG 128,ii2:946 126,107,5:.1 141,680.496 151.973,OOB 162,680.962 163,984,7891 

% REG 71.63% 68.G8?,b 77.68% 79.58% 83.14*/; 80.07% 



TABLE 2 

SOURCES OF VOTER REGISTRATION APPLICATIONS 

2001 -2002 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

ALABAMA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public llssistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

ALASKA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

/ARIZONA 
MDtor Vehicle Offices 
By mail  
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State llesignated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

ARKANSAS 
Motor Vehicle Offices 91,471 37.59% 10.289 11.25% 
U y  mail 63.517 26.12% 4,712 7.41% 
Public Assistari(:e Ofl'ices 13,62:3 3.54% 580 6.73?/, 
Disability services 812 0.33% 107 13.1 8% 
Armed Forces Offices 609 0.25% 16 2.63% 
State Designated Sites 8,128 3.16% 212 2.52% 
All nther sources 69,826 28.70% 8,201 11.74% 
TOTAT, 243,316 24:11'7 9.9 1 YO 132,087 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

CALIFORNIA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 912,085 18.64% 174,075 19.09% 
By mail 2 9  1,735 45.40% 436,337 19.6496 
Public Assistance Offices 45,976 0.94% 1.719 3 54% 
Disability services 2.998 0.06% 147 4.90% 
Armed Forces Offices 3,278 0.07%) 361 11.01% 
State Desigrlated Sites 95,142 1.94% 8,472 8.90% 
A11 other sources 1,612,579 32.95% 128,234 7.95% 
TOTAL 4,893,793 749,345 15.31% 1,804,686 

COLORADO 
?;lotor Vehicle Offices 634,150 53.1 1% 56,332 8.889/0 
By mail 230,234 19.28% 18.861 8.19% 
Public Assistance Offices 56,80 1 4.76% 800 1.415 
Disability services 7,048 0.59% 400 5.68'h 
Armed Forces Offices 231 0.02% 11 4.76% 
State Designated Sites 33,506 2.81% 1.114 3.32% 
,411 ot,her sources 232,061 19.44%) 6,907 2.98% 
TO Ti4 1, 1,194,031 84,425 ' 7 . 0 7 O / L  491,038 

CONNECTICUT 
Motor Vehicle Offices 44,160 11.47% 2,28;3 5.17% 
Ry mall 141,359 36.72% 3.509 2.48% 
Public Assist,ance Offices 11.603 3.01% 1,103 9.51% 
Uisability services 3'74 0.10% 14 3.74% 
Armed Forces Offices 1,139 0.30% Y 0.'70% 
Stat,e L)esignatcd Silcs 11,825 3.07% 421) 3.55% 
All other sources 174.510 45.33% 6,112 3.50%) 
TOTAT, 384,970 13,449 3.49%) 431,417 

DELAWARE 
Motor Vchicle Offices 163,159 76.44% 34.595 21.20% 
By mail 45.724 21.42% 1,232 2.69% 
Public Assistance Offices 1,601 0.75% 103 6.43% 
Uisability services 5 3  0.02% 2 3.77% 
Armed Forces Offices 43 0.02% 0.00% 
State I)esignnted Sites 1).000/i, 0.00% 
.411 other sources 2,872 1.35% 113 3.93% 
I'OTAI, 21 3.452 36,045 1G.b9% 42.789 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

DlSTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
hlotor Vehicle Offices 285,958 84.25% 15,550 5.4414 
Uy mail 29,680 8.74% 1,330 - ti- 85.44% 
Public Assistance Offices 4,454 1.31% 116 2.60% 
Disability services 166 U.05% 0.00% 
Arrned Forces Offices 15 O.OOO/o 0.00%1 
State Designated Si tes  152 0.04% 25 16.45% 
All other sources 18,976 5.59% 526 2.770;; 
TOTAL 339,401 23,767 7.00%> 43,803 

FLORIDA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 1.361,439 5 1.83?/0 17,871 1.3 1 % 
By maiI 61 5,420 23.4374, 14,200 2.3 1 U/i, 
Public Assistance Offices 59,460 2.26% 1,966 3.31% 
Disability services 4,930 0.1946 103 2 .<)9% 
Armed Forces Offices 853 0.03?/0 8 0.94% 
State Designated Sites 26,862 I .03?6 593 2.20% 
All other sources 557,849 21.24% 8.671 1 ..J5% 
TOTAL 2!626,913 43,412 1.65% 1,501,5G5 

GEORGIA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 508.446 44.4 1% 81,233 15.!38% 
By mail 307,865 2&.89?,b 12,312 3.{37% 
Public Assistarlcc Offices 35,802 3.13% 12,127 5.!340/;, 
Disability services 0.00% 0.00Yi1 
Armed Forces Offices 50 0.00% 28 0.00% 
State Designated Sites 61.474 5.3'7% 3.01 3 4.!)0% 
All other sources 231,196 20.19% 16,343 7.07% 
TOTAL 1,144,833 114,056 9.146% 420,635 

HAWAII 
Motor Vehicle Officcs 473810 23.90% 9,295 19.44% 
By mail 60,996 30.49% 6,2Hl I O.:IOU/;I 
Public Assistance Offices 275 0.14% 13 4.fi9U/u 
Disability services 165 0.23% 23 4.95% 
Armed Forces Offices 545 0.27?6 67 12.29% 
State Designated Sites 1,746 0.87% 218 12.49% 
All other sources 88.236 44. IOU/;, 10.256 11.62% 
TOTAI, 20O,OTF, 26,153 13.07% 53,536 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Reqistration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

IDAHO is exenlpt from the 1Zrl'RA 

hTator Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
Statc Designated Sites 
.411 ot,her sources 
TOTAL 

INDIANA 
Motor STehiclu Offices 
By rriarl 
Publlc hssista nce Offices 
Disnhility senices 
Armed Forces Offices 
Statc Designated Sites 
All other sources 
froTL4r, 

IOWA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By rrlail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disabil~ty services 
ilrmcd Forces Offices 
Statc neslgnated Sites 
,U1 other sourcps 
'1'0'I'L4L 

KANSAS 
Motor Vehiclu Offices 
L3y m s ~ l  
Public ~ l s s i s~ance  Officus 
Disabi1it.y services 
hrnled Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sourr:es 
TOTAI, 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

KENTUCKY 
Motor Vehiclc! Offices 657,798 50.60% 
By ~ n a i l  23,541 1.81% 
Public Assistance Offices 27,2G9 2.10% 
Disa bilj ty  services 2.390 0.18% 
Armcd Forces Offices 73 0.01% 
State Designated Sites 3,340 0.649/0 

other so~zrces 580,681 44.66% 
TOTAL 1,300.095 

'LOUISIANA 
, Motor Vehicle Offices 

By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTIIL 

MAINE 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Officus 
Disability servir:es 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sourccs 
TOTAL 

MARYLAND 
Motor Vchiele Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disab~lity services 
Armed Forces Offices 
St,ate Designated Sites 
,411 other sources 
TUTAL 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

b!LASSACHUSETTS 
Motor lTt.hicle Offices 
By nlall 
F'ubllc Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other suurces 

MICHIGAN 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
Ry m:-lrl 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability sen-ices 
,Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sourr:es 
TOTAI, 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 
hlotor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
.Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sit,es 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

is exempt frorn the  i7TfRA 

hlISSOURI 
Motor Vehlcle Offices 109.746 50.05?/0 17,247 4.21% 
By mail 90.63 1 11.07% 5,947 6.56% 
Public Assistailce Offices 34.92'3 4.275;> 1,617 4.63% 

Disability serv~cee 544 0.07% 16 2.94% 
Armed Forces Off~ces  462 0.06% 23 4.98% 
State Llesignated Sites 1,359 O.1TYL 11 1 8.17% 
A11 other sources 280.579 34.32% 31,865 

11.34% 

TOTAL 818.644 56,816 6.94% 435.953 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Apptications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

MONTANA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 28.181 61 . 1O0/0 366 1.30?/0 
By mail 9:996 21 .67?/0 142 1.42% 
Public Assistnr~ce Office? 3,207 6.95% 105 3.274.~ 
Disability services 325 0.71% 43 13.16Yi 
Armed Forces Offices 4 1 0.09% 2 4.88% 
State Designated Sites 1,884 4.08% 65 3.45% 
All other sources 2.485 5.39% 346 13.92% 
TOTAL 46.124 1,070 2.32% 39,008 

NEBRASKA 
hlotor Vehicle Offices 11 4,287 45.77% 5,535 4.84% 
By mail 30,154 12.08?/0 861 2.86% 
Public Assistance Offices 2.527 1.01% 344 13.61% 
Disability services 668 0.27% 32 4.79% 
Armed Forces Offices 2 1 'i 0.09% 55 26.35% 
St.ate Designated Sites 55 0.02% 0.00% 
A 1  other sources 101,750 40.76% 802 0.79% 
TOTAL 239,680 7.629 3.06% 122,485 

NEVADA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 49,1330 24.25% 0.00% 
By mail 37;589 18.37% 0.00% 
Public Assistance Offices 39,444 19.28% 0.00% 
Disability services 0.00% 0.00% 
Armed Forces Offices 28,268 13.81 96 0.00% 
State Designated Sites 0.00% 0.00% 
,411 other sources 49,707 24.29% 0.009'0 
TOTAT, 204:638 0.00% 163.031 

NEW HAMPSHIRE is  exun~pt fronz t h . ~  NVRA 

NEW JERSEY 
Motor Vehicle Offices 71.318 10.36% 8,288 11.62% 
By mail 47.403 6.89% 7,971 16.82% 
Public Assistance Offices 11.611 1.69% 928 7.99% 
Disability services 1,344 0.20% 213 15.85% 
Armed Forces Offices 1,327 0.19% 11 0.83% 
State Designated Sites 339,156 49.29% 31,513 9.29% 
A11 other sources 2 15.962 31.38% 5,734 2.66% 
TOTAL 688.1 21 54,658 T. 94% 481.846 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

NEW M W C O  
Mot,or Vehicle Offices 5.731 3.02% 122 2.13% 
By mail 69.889 36.87% 9,471 13.55% 
Public Assistance Offices 3,719 1.96% 14 0.38% 
Disability services 4 80 0.26% 4 0.83% 
Armed Forces Offices 264 0.14% 4 1.52% 
S:it.atc Designated Sites 4,456: 2.35% 20 0.45% 
:'\I1 other sources 105,016 55.40% 24,637 23.46% 
TOTAL 189.555 34,272 1.8.08Yi) 128,736 

NEW YORK 
Motor Vehicle Offices 738.044 28.48% 128,955 17.47% 
Ry mail 1,546.170 59.65?/6 0.00% 
Public Assistance Offices 164,924 6.36% 31.354 19.01% 
Disability services 9,137 0.35% 1,068 11.69% 
Armed Forces Offices 81 0.00% 4 4.94% 
Stat,e Ilesigrlatcd Sit.ee 26.169 1.01 % 2,613 9.99% 
All other sources 106,585 4.11 % 301,086 282.48% 
TOTAL 2,591,110 465.080 1 7.95'14 1,140,922 

NORTH CAROLINA 
hlotor Vehicle Offices 430,54 1 59.20% 11,885 2.76% 
By mail '75:574 10.39'51 16:044 21.23% 
Public Assistance Offices 23,781 3.27% 2 1 0.09% 
Disability services 2.557 0.35% 75 2.93% 
Armed Forces Offices 336 0.05% 19 5.65% 
State I)esignat,ed Sites 9:453 1.30Yi1 203 2.15% 
:I11 other sourt:r?s 184:989 25.44% 13.120 7.09% 
TOTAL 527,231 41.367 5.69% - <  " r21 .231 

A'ORTH DAliO TA i s  exempt from the MVRA 

OHIO 
hlot,or Vehicle Offices 454,598 31.33% 39.396 8.67% 
Ry mail 284,332 19.60% 37.441 13.17% 
Public Assistance Offices 24,391 1.68% 2.304 9.45% 
Disability services 1.122 0.08%) 144 12.83% 
Armed Forces Offices 247 0.02%) 45 18.22% 
State Designated Sites 100,911 6.96% ~3,580 4.54% 
All other sources 585.208 40.34% 13,126 7.37% 
TO'I'AL 1,450,809 127.036 8.76% 698,309 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Totat New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

'OKLAHOMA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sr)urcos 
TOTAL 

OREGON 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Officcs 
Ilisabili ty  scrvices 
Armcd Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Rlotor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Fvrccs Offices 
S ta te  Designated Sites 
,All o ~ h e r  sources 
TOTAL 

RHODE ISLANU 
Motor Vchir:le Offices 18.905 
By mail 8,741 
Pubhc Assistance Offices 2,240 
Disahihty services 684 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Site:: 
All other sources 71.158 
TOTAL 101.730 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

SOUTH C,AROLJNA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
Ry rrlail 
Public Assist~ancc Ofices 
llisabllity services 
Armed Forces Offices 
Statc Designated Sites 
All other sourccs 
TO 'ML 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
Hy mail 
Public Assistance Offiws 
Disabrlity servlces 
Armed Forces Offices 
State nesigrlated Sites 
A11 other sources 
TOTAL 

TENNESSEE 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
Uy mail 
Public .4ssistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAI. 

TEXAS 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistanc~: Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
A11 other sources 
TOTAL 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001 -2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New . . 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

UTAH 
hlotor Vehicle Offices 
Hy mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

hlotor Vehicle Offices 

By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Arnled Forces Offices 
State Designated Sitcs 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

VIRGINIA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
Rl- mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
S ta te  Designated Sites 
,411 other sources 
TOTAL 

WASHINGTON 
Motor Vehicle Offices 171,688 35.71%) 12.029 7.01 0/0 

Ry mall 192,187 39.97% 15.155 7.89% 
Public Assistai~ce Office:: 13.067 r L / o  613 4.69% 2," "C 

157 0.03% 
7 

Disability services I 4.46% 
Armed Forces Offices 94 0.02% 55  53.5 1 % 
State Designated Sites 660 0.14% 33 5.00% 
All other sources 102,980 2 1.42% 8,441 8.20% 
TOTAL 180,833 36,333 7.56% 440,887 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
Numberof Percentof Numberof Percent TotalNew 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations --4 
WEST VIRGINIA 

Motor Vehicle Offices 
By rrlail 
Public Assist,ancc Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Desigrlnted Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

1 WISCONSIN 

UNITED STATES 
Motor VehicIe Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Arrrlud Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
-Ul other sources 
TOTAI, 

is clxemp! from tlw NVR-4 

is exempt frorn the NVXA 



TABLE 3 

DELETIONS FROM VOTER REGISTRATION LISTS 

2001 -2002 
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Table 3 - Deletions from Voter Registration Lists 2001-2002 
Number Number 

Numberof Numberof Deleted Deleted Number of Total 
Confirmation Responses from Active from Other Number 
Notices Sent Received Percent List Inactive List Deletions * Deleted 

OKLAHOMA 300.300 36,746 12.24% 111,512 296,44 1 407,953 

OREGON 291,682 84,404 28.94% 97,281 115.634 212,915 

PENNSYLVANIA 875,013 82.973 9.48% 316,802 208,373 525,175 

RHODE ISLAND 18,813 3,507 18.64% 50,952 50,952 

SOUTH CAROLlNA 11 13,792 243,519 58.92% 176,72 1 176,721 

SOUTH DAKOTA 52.718 3,280 6.22% 36,137 18,874 55,011 

TENNESSEE 299,202 79,383 26.53% 223,u4Y 135,295 368.344 

TEXAS 1,830,165 292.868 l t i .OO% 4467,115 377,133 814,248 

UTAH 374,086 29,658 7.93% 62.559 62,559 

W3RMONT 19,615 1,074 20.77% 21.465 21,465 

VIRGINIA 432.494 14,273 3.30% 304.590 113,784 41 8,374 

WASHINGTON 367.962 108.045 29.36% 245,044 92,973 338,017 

WEST VIRGINIA 127,662 42,025 32.92'!5 33,414 25,308 58,746 

WISCONSIX as exempt from the N\%-4 

WYOMING is rxemnpt frvrn the NL'Ril 

UNITED STATES 20.570,205 4.50'7,651 2 1.91% 8,549,405 4,526.562 1,933,968 15,009,935 

Number deleted that does not distinguish between active and inactive deletions 



TABLE 4 

COMPLETENESS OF NUMBERICAL DATA REPORTED 

2001 -2002 



1 Table 4 - Com~leteness of Numerical Data Re~orted 2001 -2002 1 

Data are incomplete because: though all counties reported data. during the 
covered time period, not all counties reported all of their data for the 

ALABAMA covered time period. 

ALASKA Data are complete 

 ARIZONA Data are complete 

Data are incomplete hecausu there is no automated process provided t o  the 
ARKANSAS courlties to obtain data on confirmation notices and responses.  

While 311 counties report.ed, several countles integrated new7 voter 
registration systems and i n  some cases are unable to ext,ract all the 
requested irlformation for specific timeframes. Also, some systems do not 
allow retrieval of specific information, such as the source of duplicated 
registrations. Some counties have not tracked the number of deletions and 

CALIFORNIA sorrle s y s t e n ~ s  will not allow for the retrieval of the requested illformation. 

lCoLoRADo Data are complete 

Data arc ineorrlpletc because the town of Shelton. CT did not respond to 
CONNECTICUT written request o r  follow-up telephone calls. 

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

Data are complete 

Data are complete 

Ilat,a a r e  complete 

Data are complet,e 

HAWAII Data are  complete 



Table 4 - Completeness of Numerical Data Reported 2001 -2002 

is exrmpt from the h'C'R,LZ. 

Data :-Ire incomplt>te because Wash~ngtc~n  County experienced severe 
problems with running the report. GVS is the vendor and at the time of 

ILLINOIS thls report, the?- were stiH work~ng  on the probIe111. 

Data are  incomplete because Benton Count,y and Union County, Indiana, 
reported total numbers of voter registration applications processed, but due 
to c:orrlputer software problems were unable to retrieve data to report the 
numbers of app1ic:ations received from each type of voter registration 
agency or other source. 

IOWA I)a t,a are complete 

KANSAS Data are complete 

KENTUCKY Unta are cornplett. 

Data are  irlcompletc because the statewide computer system cc~unts all  
changes made t.o a record regardless of the reason ur source. i l t  this time 
the s y s t ~ m  cannot distinguish between active and inactive voters one they 

LOUISTANA havc been cnnr:elled duc to other various reasons. 

Data. are incomplete bccause two uf  the 519 jurisdictions, Brighton Twp. 
and Connon Trvp.: failed t o  report t,heir data. The Municipal Registrars arc 
unable to identify duplicate rcgistratiorls horn specific sources because. 
except. for DhlVs, the samt. State for111 is u s ~ d  for all  registration venues in 
order t,o pl+otect the cor1fident.iality of  applicant,^ who receive some form of 
nssista~lce. The State dnes not ask municipalities to tlistirlguish between 
"active l i s~"  and "innct,ive llst" deletions. 

Data are incomplete because the local election boards in Marylilnd do not 
report dc lu t~ons  or rcnlovals from thc "Active" or "Inactive" rolls. Thr data 
re slnlplj- reported as a deletion on thc monthly voter registration activity 

MARYLAND report. 

Data arc incomplete because the system used for processing vot.cr 
regist.rat,ions from motor vehicle uffices does not specify the nurnber of 
d u p l i c : ~ ~ ~ ? ~ .  Tho State did not receive vot,cr registratrorl information from 

MASSACHUSETTS Armed Forces recruiting offices. 



Table 4 - Completeness of Numerical Data Reported 2001-2002 

Data are  incomplete because 567 of the 1-51 4 jurisdictions ditf not report 
MICHIGAN informatir~n. 

MINNESOTA is exrrnpt from the Ar\7RA. 

Data are incomplete because 81 of 82 counties provided either incomplete 

MlSSISSIPPI data or none at all. 

IMISSoUR= 
Data are complete 
Data are incomplete because 4 of the 56 counties did not report. :I number 
of the counties indicated that  they could not find the data request,ed. Some 
jurisdictions that  reported indicated that their numbers were incomplete, 

MONTANA generally due t o  turnover in rlffice personnel. 

NEBRASKA Data a re  complete 
uata are  incomplete because one ut the ~b jurlsalctlons, Lurelia ~ o u n t y .  
was unable to report data as all voter registration records were seized frorrl 
their office h y  the Federal Bureau of' Investigation on November 18. 2002. 
,4s of March 28, 2003. those records had not been returned t o  the County 
Clerk's nffice. L3uc to software problems, thirteen jurisdlet~ons were unable 
to report the r~umbcrs of new valid registrat~ons. the number of responses 

NEVADA r ece iv~d  by mail and  the number of registrants deleted from the  list. 

NEW HAMPSHlK E is excrrnp l front the NVRA. 

NEW JERSEY Data are complete 

[NEW MEXICO Llata are comp1et.e 

NEW YORK Onta arc complete 

NORTH CAROLINA Dntn are  r:ornpletc 



Table 4 - Completeness of Numerical Data Reported 2001 -2002 

NORTH DAKOTA is exernpt from t he  h'VR.4. 

OHIO Data are  complete 

OKLAHOMA Data are complete 
Uata  are incomplete because one oi the 10 junsdlctlons dld not report data. 
The Statc cited a difference i n  procedures fur being unablc to process 
information available from the Armed Fr~rces recruiting offices. Also, the 

OREGON 

number of new registrations list.et1 in question #5 is based on Oregon's 
"su~eeps week" surveys from each county - 4 weeks spaced out over the year 
- and the total is extrapolated from these figures. 

/PENNSYLVANIA Data are complete I 
Uata are ~nconiplete hecausu one jurisdiction did not submit a report fur 

RHODE ISLAND each rnonth as requlred by the State  of Rhode Island. 

SOUTH CAROLINA Data are cornpiete 

Data are incornplete because all jurisdicliuns reported but some were 
SOUTH DAKOTA missing one or more of the requested data elements. 

TENNESSEE Data are complete 

UTAH 

Data are incomplete becausr. 4 of 254 jurisdictrons conslstuntly fail to 
report. Thc total voter registration for these courlties is less than  1 percent 
of t he  total registered voters of the state .  
Uatn are lilconlplete b ~ c a u s e  several counties have exgerierlceti technical 
difficulties t rnnsm~t t i r~g  the data t o  t11c state. A few others converted to 
new systems and were unable to input data due t o  training issues. In 
addition. only eight counties r n   he s ta te  report active voters and the 
rernaimng 21 counties do not distinguish between active and inactivt. 
vowrs. Therefore, the nurrlber of active voters is skewed. 

1 Data. are inconlp1et.e because 105 of'thc 216 jurisdictions did not submit I 
VERhlONT information survey by the required date. 



Table 4 - Completeness of Numerical Data Reported 2001-2002 

VIRGINIA Data are complete 

Data are complete. (Note: The "duplicates" data provided for pub l i~ :  
assistance agencies, agencies serving persons with disabilities: and othcr 
agencies designated by the State are cornput,ed by percentage of total 

WASHINGTON applications.) 

Data are incomplete becausc voter registration totals wert: not separated by 
active and inactive voters for reporting purposes. Due to data conversion 
issues, accurate application t,ot,als frum each agency was not available. The 
State has 55 cour~tics and  all 55 arc included in the total regi.;tration 
figures. However, some courlties did not report the  nurrlbers of new valid 
registrations. the nurnber of responses received by mail and the number of 

WEST VIRGINIA registrants delet.ed from the list. 

WlSCONSIN is exentpt f rom the WR.1. 

WYOMING is exempt from the AVRl. 


